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ABSTRACT 



The problem was to determine similarities and 
differences in attitudes toward the meaning of the term "outdoor 
education." The examined population comprised members of the American 
Association for Health, Physical Education, and Recreation's (AAHPEB) 
Council on Oftdoor Education and Camping who were associated with 
colleges and universities. Results were significant. Of the 118 in 
the population, 97% responded by completing the test instrument. 
Results indicated that the AAHf'ER Council was divided into 3 
partially overlapping interest groups, each having some individual 
and some shared attitudes toward the meaning of "outdoor education." 
The research hypothesis was that agreement existed among members of 
the AAHPEB Council on the meaning of "outdoor education." "Agreement" 
was operationally defined as at least 70% of the respondents 
appearing on any one of the attitude factors abstracted by a factor 
analytic computer program 'Q- methodology) . Since 70 % of the 
respondents did not appear on any one of the factors, the hypothesis 
was rejected. Since areas of disagreement appeared, it was within the 
scope of inquiry to describe the nature of this disagreement. An 
analysis and interpretation of the extracted factors and an 
explanation of the concomitant attitude groups described the areas of 
this disagreement. The 3 prominent attitude groups were the (1) 
Environment- oriented Group, (2) Conservation-oriented Group, and (3) 
Outdoor-activity-oriented Group. (Author/LS) 
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ABSTRACT 1 



The problem was to determine similarities and differences in 
attitudes toward the meaning of the term "outdoor education/ 1 The 
examined population comprised the members of the American Association 
of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation's Council on Outdoor 
Education and Camping who were in college and universities. This was 
the first study that attempted to clarify the various schools of thought 
toward the meaning of "outdoor education." 

The results were significant. Ninety-seven percent (114 of a 
possible 118) of the respondents completed the .test instrument. The 
results indicated that the AAIIPER Council was divided into three par- 
tially overlapping interest groups, each group having some individual and 
some shared attitudes toward the meaning of "outdoor education." It is 
the opinion of this researcher that these groups should be defined, their 
interests determined, and their individual and shared objectives estab- 
lished. 



The reseal ch hyDOthesis was that agreement existed among the 
members of the AAHPER Council on the meaning of "outdoor education." 
"Agreement" was operationally defined as at least 70 percent of the 
respondents appearing on any one of the attitude factors abstracted by 
a factor analytic computer program (Q-methodology) . Since 70 percent 
of the respondents did not appear on any one of the factors, the hypo- 
thesis was rejected. Since areas of disagreement appeared, it was within 
the scope of the inquiry to describe the nature of this disagreement. 

An analysis and intei*pretation of the extracted factors and an explanation 
of the concomitant attitude groups described the areas of this dis- 
agreement. The three prominent attitude groups were the following: 

1. "Environment-Oriented Group": The members of this group 

were primarily media-oriented; that is, they tended to view 
the use of the outdoors as a learning medium, as a vehicle 
of communication. At the same time, however, they did not 
want to exclude activities related to conservation education. 
This group coalesced those who were apparently interested in 
the instructional implications of outdoor education and regarded 
the outdoors as an educational tool. 

II. ".Conservation-Oriented Group": The members of this group were 



* Journal of Outdoo r Edu cation, Vol. 4, No. 1 (Fall, 1969) pp, 15-16. 
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generally conservation-oriented; that is, they felt that 
"outdoor education" encompassed those activities that 
focus upon conservational ends. The group coalesced those 
who had partial interests in groups I and III, but who 
clustered into a discernibly different group with predom- 
inantly wildlife, natural science, and conservation 
education interests. 



HI. "Outdoor Activity-Oriented Group": This group was 

oriented toward the physical location of where an activity 
is conducted and felt that an interaction with a natural en- 
vironment war, not a necessary condition of "outdoor education. 
This was the most distinctive group. They were mainly phy- 
sical-education and recreation-education oriented and were 
primarily interested in activities conducted in an outdoor 
setting and education for outdoor recreation. 

For clarification, the commonalities and disparities of the 
iree attitude types or interest groups may be demonstrated with the 
'companying Venn diagram (See page tv.).' Three overlapping groups or 
; P es (I, II, and III) were defined Vagram area , 

tonalities of all three groups whereas areas B , C , and u “ 
tcate attitudes shared by an adjoining set. Each set also had distin 
\aracteris tics , represented by areas E , > an 

Diagram area "A" represents the criterion of "outdoors" and all 
f its varied connotations, such as the use of the outdoors as a vehicle 
f communication, the use of the outdoors as the content of ^ ’ 

nd the use cf. the outdoors as a location for something to happen but not 
ntrinsically dependent upon that location for the happening. The toe 
ypef- were almost of equal size, each comprising about the samenumberof 
he respondents. The attitude groups apparently were denned according 
o their emphasized interests which are implied in the label given to 
ach group. 
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THREE TYPES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD THE MEANING OF 
THE TERM "OUTDOOR EDUCATIO r " 
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CHAPTER 1 



INTRODUCTION 

The preliminaries of the research problem at hand involved a 
precise, accurate, and clear statement of the specific problem, the 
development of an amenable hypothesis, the recognition of certain 
delimitations and assumptions, and a statement of the significance of 
the problem. Additional preliminaries required a statement of intent 
and a clarification of pertinent terms. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem under consideration was to determine whether or 
not there was agreement among individual members , in colleges and 
universities, of the American Assocation for Health, Physical Educa- 
tion, and Recreation’s Council on Outdoor Education and Camping on the 
meaning of the terra "outdoor education." Furthermore, it was within 
the scope of the problem to determine the nature of this agreement if 
areas of agreement were discovered. If areas of disagreement were 
discovered, it was likewise within the scope of the problem to dis- 
cover the nature of this disagreement. 

The above may be restated as follows: Is there agreement 

among the members of the AAHPER Council on Outdoor Education and 
Camping on the meaning of the term "outdoor education?" If so, what 
are the areas of agreement? If there are areas of disagreement, then 
what are they? 
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Hypothesis 

There is agreement among the members of the AAHPER Council on 
Outdoor Education and Camping on the meaning of the term "outdoor 
education. 11 



Delimitations 

This writer limited the study to include only the members of 
the AAHPER Council on Outdoor Education and Camping who were in col- 
leges and universities and who appeared on the Council’s membership 
list dated June 20, 1967. It was this author’s and others* belief 
that "the ’best* research results come from explicitly defined and 

i 

rather narrowly limited problem areas." 

This researcher believed that the problem had the widest pos- 
sible application to individuals academically associated with colleges 
and universities; however, any generalizations which resulted were 
based upon the application of a specific Instrument * at a specific 
time, to specific individuals, but at various geographical locations. 

The various aspects of outdoor education selected for inclu- 
sion in the test instrument were chosen within the purview of the 

2 

writer and in’consultation wi^h two advisors. The writer attempted 

^"Selecting, Defining, and Delimiting the Problem, Establish- 
ing the Hypothesis,” Course Syllabus, Educational Administration and 
Supervision 500, Research Methods, Unit 2, Part A (Southern Illinois 
University, Spring, 1967), p. 1. (Mimeographed.) 

2 

Dr. Thomas J. Rillo and Clifford E. Knapp. 
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to include all of the most widely accepted connotations and beliefs 

purported at that time. Since specific definitions may change over a 

period o£ time, this study v/ould have limited validity when referred 

to years later. ”Descriptlve~survey studies a :e sooi\ out of date and 

3 

must be repeated/ 1 

The information gathered was limited to the respondents 1 
reactions to certain statements as recorded between February 12 and 
April 8, 3968. There were no major events known to this researcher 
vithin this period of time which could have conceivably affected the 
respondents 1 reactions. 

An important limitation was the conditions under which the 
respondents reacted to the selected statements. There Mas no control 
over these variables «, This researcher believed that it was unlikely 
that a great many of the respondents were exposed to conditions that 
might have adversely influenced their reactions and hei.ee adversely 
skew the data. * ’ 

The study was limited in that the information was obtained 
from a single examination whereas two or more consecutive examinations 
made by identical methods would have tended to be more reliable. 

Basic Assumptions 

This author found it necessary to make a number 2 assumptions. 
??hese assumptions are usual among researchers ascertaining information 

■^Carter V. Good, Introduction to Educational Research (2d ed . ; 
New York: Appleton-Century- Crofts , L963) , p. 80. 
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vith survey instruments. The first assumption was that the desired 
data were known by the recipients of the rating scale. 

The second assumption was that the topic of outdoor education 

had been of interest to the selected respondents. This was based upon 

the recorded fact that each respondent was a dues-paying member of the 

professional organization housing the Council on Outdoor Education and 

Camping, and that each member personally requested that he be a member 

of the Council. The professional interest of; the Council members 

5 

would have tended to increase the reliability of the instrument. 

The third assumption was that the respondents had been honest 
in their replies. Since every racing shee* — except for one--carried 
the personally inscribed name, title of position, and address of the 
respondent, it was reasonable to assume that the responses were bona 
fide. Also, the respondents were apprised that their reactions would 
remain confidential, further creating an unthreatening atmosphere of 
unrestricted response. 

In sum, this researcher assumed that the recipients of the 
rating sheet instrument had the desired information, were ready and 
able and willing to communicate this information, and would communicate 
honestly. If these conditions existed in reality, and they were 
assumed to exist, then the respondents would be reliable. 
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• Signif ic ance; of dig Problem 

A survey conduct: eel by Dr. Lloyd L. Cockrell^ indicated that 
there; was a great: lack of understanding as to what was meant by the 
terra "outdoor education. 11 lie also demonstrated that there was no 
standard terminology existing in the area of outdoor education. There 
was such a variety of: programs and activities carried on under the 
guise of outdoor education that the term had tended to defy definition. 
Moreover, the recent deluge of Federally fu uded outdoor education pro- 
jects increasing the demand for university trained outdoor educators, 

gave the field a new impetus . This impetus created new literature and 

8 

a myriad of conferences and workshops designed to communicate the 
meaning, scope, and implications of the outdoor teaching method. It 
was difficult to communicate the meaning of a term that ostensibly had 
no specific denotation. 

This writer believed that it v/as important for an outdoor edu- 
cator to understand how others viewed his profession. Furthermore, . in 



6 

°Lloyd L, Cockrell, "A Survey of Outdoor Teacher Education 
Programs in Higher Education" (unpublished research report, Northern 
Illinois University, 1.952), p. 11. 

^U. S.,' Office of Education* Pace sett er s in In n ova tion, Descrip- 
tions of the First Projects AppToved, Title III, Elementary and Secon- 
dary Education Act of 1965, Supplementary Centers and Services Program, 
Office of Education No. Oil- 25046, February, 1966, pp. 1, f-6, 25, 28, 
57, 62, 81, 103. 

■ 8 

American Association for Health, Physical Education, and 
Recreation, Ed u cat i on for the ^utdoo^rs , A Report on the Second 

National Conference on Outdoor Education, Michigan, May 2-4 > 1962 
(Washington, D.C.: American Association for Health, Physical Educa- 

tion, and Recreation, 1963)^ pp. 80-81. 
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STtgni'd to outdoor education program implement. m, it was difficult 
to communicate without substantial knowledge of the terms involved. 

It was necessary to clarify the term "outdoor education/ 1 but the. 
field apparently failed to agree upon an adequate definition. This 
study attempted to establish areas of agreement among a nationally 
selected group of respondents who are generally considered influential 
In outdoor education. 

The problem was logically deduced from the belief that the 
etfectiveness of any group is somewhat directly proportional to the 
ability of its individual members to communicate unambiguously to one 
another. Through knowledge of one another 1 s, or the group* s, percep- 
tions of and attitudes toward a particular concept, communication and 
problem-solving abilities in relation to that concept are enhanced. 

It was the conviction of this researcher that the effectiveness of the 
AAKPER Council on Outdoor Education and Camping would be increased 
wpon the Council members 1 awareness of the implications of this report. 
It was anticipated by this author that this report would be used 
accordingly. 



Purpose of the Study 
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The purpose of this study was to determine the similarities 
differences in the attitudes toward the meaning of the term "out- 
door education/* The information was of particular interest at the 

( 

time of the study because it would not only serve as a guide for ESEA, ' 



9 t , 



Elementary and Secondary Education Act, P.L. 89-10, United 






Title III, program implementation but also it would help provide 
essential material for university curricular development. 

The purpose of this applied research project was to secure 
evaluations admittedly not final, but presumably desirable in view of 
the apparent need to resolve an educational dilemma. The author 
desired to secure evidence concerning the existing situation. He 
needed quantitative information held principally by the selected 
respondents . Furthermore, 

if the primary task of professional educators is to improve 
the process of education as much as possible * as rapidly as 
possible, they will do well to direct their efforts . , . 
toward applied research designed to yield information imme- 
diately useful in the solution of contemporary educational 

J in 

problems. w 

The purpose of this research was to attempt to resolve a contemporary 



educational problem. 



Definition of Te rms 



Analysis : "The ordering, the breaking down of data into con- 

stituent parts in order to obtain answers to research questions. 

Defi nition: "Explanation of the meaning or meanings of a 

12 

vord; also, a formulation of such meaning or meanings." "The 



10 Robert L. Ebei, 'Some J, imitations of Basic Research in 
Education," Phi D elt a Kappan , Yol. XLIX, No. 2 (October, 1967), p. 81. 

11 Fred N. Ker linger. Fou ndat ions of Behavi oral Re sea rch (New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964), p. 604. 

12 u 0 hgf 0 i- 'R No.w Collegiatre Dictio nary (Springfield, Mass.: 

G. & C. Merriam Co., 1961). p. 217. 
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process of determining the meaning or signification of a word, idea, 

13 

or proposition, in general and within a given context.** 

Agreement : **State or act of agreeing: harmony of opinion. . . ; 

14 

concurrence; concord; conformity.** Having the same rating sheet 
response category; operationally, having at least 70 percent of the 
respondents appearing on any one of the factors abstracted during the 
factor analysis. 

AAHPER : American Association for Health, Physical Education, 

and Recreation, a department of the National Education Association. 

AAHPER Council on Outdoor Education and Camping : This Council 

is attached to the General Division within the structure of AAHPER and 
concerns itself with activities that cut across several divisions. 

The purpose of the Council, as stated in the Operating Code, is * *to 
promote the development of philosophy, policy, standards, and terminol- 
ogy, and the improvement of programs, materials and methods in the 
areas of concern of the Council. * *^"* 

Rating Sheet : The title of the data-gathering test instrument 

used in, and constructed for, this research project. 

13 

Carter V. Good (ed.). Dictionary of Education (2nd ed. ; New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959), p. 159. 

^Webster 1 s New Collegiate Dictionary , p. 19. 

■^Council on Outdoor Education and Camping, "The Council on 
Outdoor Education and Camping** (Washington, D.C.: American Association 

for Health, Physical Education, and Recreation, n.d.), 1 p, (Litho- 
graphed. ) 
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CHAPTER II 



REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 



The researcher begar by consulting the Education Index, the 
Encyclopedia of Educational Research , and the Review of Educational 
Research for the specific topics of outdoor education, school camping, 
teaching methods, camping education, curriculum, science, conservation 
education, field study, and others. He anticipated that some recent 
studies existed wherein the author had defined the term "outdoor educa- 
tion." The search proved fruitless. 

A thorough search of the Bibliography of Studies and Research 
in Camping and Outdoor Education^ and its recent supplements indicated 

no study attempting to clarify or define outdoor education. The 

2 

Bibliography of School Camping and Outdoor Education revealed one 

3 

article by Donaldson on defining outdoor education. The article did 
not define outdoor education as derived from usage; it only stated a 
particular opinion. 



American Camping Association Studies and Research Committee, 
Bibliography of Studies and Research in Camping and Outdoor Education 
(Revised, April, 1962, Martinsville, Indiana: American Camping 

Association) . 

2 

American Camping Association, Bibliography of School Camping 
and Outdoor Education (Martinsville, Indiana: American Camping 

Association, 19o2), p. 5. 

o 

George W. Donaldson and Louise E. Donaldson, "Outdoor Educa- 
tion — A Definition," Journal of the Anerican Association for Health . 
Physical Education* and Recreation , Vol. XXIX (May-June, 1958), 
pp. 16-17, 68. 
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The card file on theses, dissertations, and publications 
related to outdoor education, which had been shared between Dr. Donald 
R. Hammerman of Northern Illinois University and the Outdoor Education 
Center at Southern Illinois University, was probably one of the most 
complete in the United States. An intensive search of this file showed 
no study with the specific purpose of defining or clarifying the mean- 
ing of outdoor education. 

An examination of eight bibliographies dealing with articles 
related to outdoor education proved more prolific. The bibliographies 

4 5 6 

were by Selverstone, Rillo, Hammerman, the Outdoor Education Center 

for Southern Illinois, the California Journal of Elementary Education,^ 

9 

*nd three were by The Outdoor Education Association, Inc. Robert 



Arthur W. Selverstone, "Bibliography on Outdoor Education,'* 
The Journal of Educatio n al Sociology , Vol e XXIII, No. 9 (May, 1950), 
pp. 560-68. 

^Thomas J. Rillo and The Outdoor Education Association, Inc., 
fl A Bibliography of Articles Pertaining to School Camping and Outdoor 
Education" (Carbondale, Illinois: The Outdoor Education Association, 

Inc., June, 1966), 28 pp. (Mimeographed.) 

6 

Donald B, Hammerman, ‘'A List of Doctoral Studies on Outdoor 
Education" (Oregon, Illinois: Lorado Taft Field Campus, Northern 

Illinois University, n.d.), 4 pp. (Mimeographed. ) 

7 

Outdoor Education Center for Southern Illinois, "Bibliography 
of Major Resources in Outdoor Education 11 (Carbondale, Illinois: Out- 

door Education Center for Southern Illinois, Southern Illinois Univer- 
sity, n.d.), 3 pp. (Mimeographed , ) 

g 

"Bibliography," California Journal of Elementary Education , 
Vol. XXVI, No. 2 (November, 1957), pp. 125-28. " ~ 

9 

The Outdoor Education Association, Inc., "Bibliography-- 
Outdoor Education,* 1 n.d., 4 pp. ; "Bibliography of Dr. L. B. Sharp,*' 
n# d#, 5 pp. ; and "Publications by Dr. Lloyd B. Sharp," n.d., 2 pp. 
Available from The Outdoor Education Association, Inc., Carbondale, 
Illinois . (Mimeographed . ) 
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Christie analyzed the term "outdoor education" in a 1965 article. ^ 

He gathered various definitions from four . authoritative sources and 
discussed them. After alluding to the vagueness or incompleteness of 
these definitions, Christie *erived another definition. Dr* Cockrell 



11 



conducted a survey which revealed that there was no standard terminol- 

12 

ogy as to what was meant by "outdoor education." Knapp surveyed 

sixty-nine resident outdoor education programs and listed varying 

’ 1 . 

definitions of outdoor education. Five of the schools that Knapp sur- 
veyed indicated specific definitions, and the remaining school programs 
defined outdoor education indirectly by stating purposes, values, 
principles, aims, or objectives. He found, however, a wide range of 
connotations as to exactly what the term included, and he ielt that no 

single definition could encompass all aspects of outdoor education 

13 

carried on under its name. 

This writer also personally questioned six outdoor education 
authorities as to whether or net they were familiar with any studies 
which attempted to define or clarify the definition of outdoor 



10 Robert Christie, "An Analysis of Outdoor Education," The 
Outdoor Teacher . Vol. II, No. 1 (December, 1965, Carbondale, Illinois: 
Inc Outdoor Education Center for Southern Illinois, Southern Illinois 
University), pp. 3-6. 

■^Lloyd L. Cockrell, "A Survey of Outdoor Teacher Education 
Programs in Higher Education," (unpublished research report, Northern 
Illinois University, 1962), p. 11. 

12 Clifford E. Knapp, "An Analysis of Principles, Aims, and 
General Objectives of Selected Resident Outdoor Education Programs" 
(unpublished research report, Southern Illinois University, 1963), 

P. 14. 
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Ibid. , pp. 53-54, 
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education. The authorities were Dr. Thomas J. Itillo, Dr. Donald R. 
Naatnerman, Dr, William H. Freeberg, Dr. John W« Hug, Clifford E. Knapp, 
and Jay F. Thurston. None of them knew of such a study when ques- 
tioned; however, no individual was requested to conduct a detailed 
search. . 

While perusing the files at the Outdoor Education Center at 
Southern Illinois University, this researcher discovered an apparently 
anonymous mimeographed and undated questionnaire entitled M The Outdoor 
Education Inventory.” This inventory entered into definition but did 
so equivocally and chaotically. Also, there was no record indicating 
that the inventory was ever used. If it had been used, it was the 
opinion of this researcher that the reliability and validity of such 
an instrument would have been extremely limited. 

It appeared to this writer that the term "outdoor education" 
had never been fully analyzed and defined. This researcher failed to 
locate any studies to indicate that there was agreement as to exactly 
what: is meant by the term "outdoor education." The need for research 
was apparent-. 



i 

\ • 

ERIC 



18 






UJult *m 



19 




CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

There were four design phases to this study. The first con- 
rerned developing a rationale for selecting the research design. The 
second, third, and fourth phases involved, respectively, collecting 
the data for the study, analyzing the data, and briefly describing 
the exploratory study that prefaced this project. • 

Relation t o the Pro blem • 

This first phase concerned developing a rationale for selecting 
the research methodology used in this study—narnely , Q~ methodology. 
Q-mothodology, by definition, involved listing a series of statements 
*nd then having people reject or accept the statements on varying 
degrees of semantic value. 

,f The main strength of CJ is its close affinity to theory. 
Structured £ sorts, by definition, are theoretically oriented. 
Theoretical orientation means that the variables involved were logi- 
cally and empirically related*, These relationships were demonstrated 
through the development of factor arrays and factor types, which were 
laid out during the final stages of analysis for the researcher to see 
find interpret. The researcher could, therefore, readily visualize the 

1 

Ker linger, :«p. ci t . , 



pp. 592-93. 
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Ssence of whatever it wa,s that was common to several individuals. An 

nportant advantage of Q-methodology was its versatility, its analytic 

♦ 

.•ssibiliti.es . The las* stag of the Q- method, factor analysis, was 
Lrtually unlimited in its possibilities* Moreover, factor analyses 
:e in part concerned with profiles, and profiles were convenient for 
le study's diagnostic purposes, 

As usual, disadvantages accompany advantages* With the Q- 
ethod, "one can rarely work with * . . large samples." The Q- mot hod 
an rarely allow a researcher to generalize to larger populations, , 
herefore limiting itself to the analysis and interpretation of sped- 
ic individuals. This disadvantage did not appreciably hamper this 
tudy because the problem concerned itself with a specific population 
nly. Generalizing was of no major interest. 



Data Collection 



[ Collecting the data required knowing something about the 

:haracteristics of the respondents, constructing and administering a 
heasuring instrument, and formulating a tabulation procedure, 

Population Characteristics 



There were certain characteristics unique to the population 
used in this study. First, each respondent was in some way associated 
with a college or university as a faculty member or an advanced degree 
candidate. In either case, the level of education was comparatively 



Ibid . , p , 594, 
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high and therefore affected the rating sheet 1 s level of discourse. 
Second, it was reasonable to assume that every respondent had in some 
way been exposed to some kind of training in formal research. This 
author believed that this training would increase the respondents 1 
interest in the study, therefore tending to produce a greater response. 
Third, because of each respondent's association with the Council, this 
researcher assumed that the respondents were familiar with the term 
"outdoor education" and had some conception of its meaning. 

The respondents were selected in part because it was thought 
that each was a leader in outdoor education, that each understood the 
value of research, and that each would communicate his opinion. Con- 
sidering all conditions known to this researcher, a rating sheet 
return of at least 73 percent was anticipated. 

Rating Sheet Construction 

Since this author was unable to discover any existing instru- 
ment designed to measure reliably and validly the desired qualities, 
one was constructed. The rating sheet construction entailed (1) 
selecting the appropriate content, (2) arranging its format, and 
(3) deciding its physical characteristics. 

Selecting the content proved laborious. After a thorough 
examination of texts and articles which treated outdoor education a^ 
the major or one of the major topics and after a period of at least 
six months of personal inquiry into the various aspects of outdoor 
education, four broad categories of definition were constructed. 

These categories, their descrip tions , and a comprehensive list of the 
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statements ultimately selected to represent each category were as 
follows : t 

Categ ory I : Those definitions that directly related outdoor education 

to recreation and/or physical education. The rating sheet statements 
chosen to represent this category and a further classification of the 
statements were as follows: 

1. Statements stressing the Leaching of selected activities while 
indoors: 

& 

a) Recreation education for outdoor activities such as hunting, 
archery, fishing, canoeing, hiking, and camping taught INDOORS 
is outdoor educatio n 

b) Learning camping skills from a book while INDOORS is out door 
education , 

2. Statements stressing the teaching of selected activities while 
outdoors: 

a) Recreation education for archery, fishing, hunting, camping, 
canoeing, hiking, and for other similar outdoor activities 
taught OUTDOORS is outdoor education . 

b) Learning how to pitch a tent by doing it in the OUTDOORS is 
outdoor education, 

— ‘ ‘ “ ; 
l 3. Statements indicative of the kind of outdoor environment: 

a) A hike to a mountain lake taken for recreational purposes ONLY 
(not as a school function) is outdoor education . 

;-vy. . b) Hiking oh the city street for recreational purposes ONLY (not 
as a school function) is ou tdoor ed u c a t i on . 

y 'C ategory II : Those definitions that synonymously equated outdoor 

education with other terms. The synonyms chosen for inclusion on the 

'rating sheet and the completed statements were os follows: 

' 1. School camping: V 

* .Outdoor education is synonymous with .school camping. 
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2 # Na t.ura 1 sc ienc e ecT uca 1 . 1 cm : 

Natural science education, regardless of where if. is taught, is 
out door edtAca t io n . 

3. Nature interpretation: 

Outdoor e ducation is another way of saying nature interpretation, 

4 • Nature study: 

Nature study, whether taughL indoors OR outdoors, is outdoor educa- 
tion. " ~~ 

5. Conservation education: 

Conservation education, whether taught indoors. OR outdoors is 
door educatio n, 

6. Outdoor recreation: 

Outdoor recreation is the same as outdoor e.duc at ion . 

7. Environmental education: 

O utdoor educatio n is the same, as environmental education, 

8. Camping education: 

Outdoor educati on i s s y nonynou s wi t h c ampi ng ed uc c t i. on . 

C at e gory III : Those definitions that directly related outdoor educa- 

tion to specific areas of the school curricula, that-' indicated the 
physical location of the learner, and that specified an attribute of 
the object observed by the learner. The classifications, subclassifi- 
cations, and the completed statements wore as follows: 

1. Activities conducted outdoors, concerning natural objects or 

materials, anc! designed to convey concepts within the subject area 
of 

a) art: 



Drawing a picture of a tree for an art class 
OUTDOORS is outdoor education. 





while in the 
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b) mathematics: 

Determining the height of a. tree in a wilderness area for a 
mathematics class is ou t d e o r e clt j cat ion. 

c) social studies: 

A social studies field trip into the forest to study the herbs 
that the Indians ate is outdoor education. 



d) language arts: 

Writing one's impressions for an English class assignment of a 
bird in flight, while observing the bird OUTDOORS, is outdoor 
education , 

e) conservation : 

Discovering in the OUTDOORS how nature provides land cover to 
prevent erosion is outdoor education . 

f) nature study: 

a) in a natural area: 

A nature study course taught OUTDOORS in a wilderness 
area is outdo or educat ion . 

(2) not in a natural area: 

A nature study class visiting* a nature museum is ou tdoor 
education. 



Activities conducted indoors, concerning natural objects or 
materials, and designed to convey concepts wit [tin the subject area 

of 

a) art: 

Drawing a picture of a bird for an art class, while INSTDK of 
the formal classroom, is outdoor education, 

b) mathematics: 

Calculating for a mathematics class, while INSIDE of the for- 
mal classroom, the usable timber from tree dimensions given in 
a textbook is ou td c or education . 
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c) social studies: 

A social studies class studying a textbook, while INDOORS, 
about the herbs that the Indians ate is outdoor educ ation . 

d) language arts: 

Writing an essay about extinct birds, while INSIDE of the 
formal classroom, is outdoor edu c ation . 

e) conservation: 

Reading a book, while INSIDE of the formal classroom, on how 
nature provides land cover to prevent erosion is outdoor educa- 
tion . 

f) nature study: 

(1) having direct experience with nature: 

Studying caged animals for a nature study class while 
INDOORS is outdoor education , 

(2) not having direct experience with nature: 

Viewing a movie on wild animal life, while INSIDE of the 
formal classroom, is outdoor education . 

3. Activities conducted outdoors, concerning man-made objects or 

materials, and designed to convey concepts within the subject area 

of 

a) art: 

Drawing a picture of an Indian teepee for an art class while 
OUTDOORS is outdoor education , 

b) mathematics: 

Determining the. height of a building for a mathematics class, 
while OUTSIDE of the formal classroom, is ou^qor_educ^J^on • 



c) social studies: 

A social studies field trip to an historical Indian village in 
downtown Los Angeles is outdoor education. 

25 
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d) language arts: 

Writing one’s impressions of a jet airplane as observed in 
flight, while on an English class -field trip, is o utdoo r 
educa tion « 

e) conservation: 

Learning about the structural design of a flood control dam by 
actually visiting a dam is o utdoor educatio n. 

Activities conducted indoors, concerning man-made objects or 

materials, and designed to convey concepts within the subject area 

of 

a) art: 

Drawing a picture of an automobile for an art class while 
INSIDE of the formal classroom is out d oor education . 

b) mathematics : 

Calculating the volume of a coffee can for a mathematics class 
assignment, while INSIDE of the formal classroom, is outdoor 
education . 

c) social studies: 

A social studies class studying Indian artifacts, while INSIDE 
of the formal classroom, is outdoor education . 

d) language arts : 

Writing an English class essay, vjhi.le INDOORS, about a field 
trip to a steel factory is outdoor educati on. 

e) conservation: 

Studying from a textbook, while INSIDE of the formal classroom, 
about the cost of building a dam to prevent land erosion is 
outdoor education . 

jg jteKory IV : Those definitions that placed broad significance on 

Outdoor education, that contrasted the interpretations of "outside , 11 
o*" that contrasted "outside" to "inside." The classifications and 
3 <Abclassif ications of this category were as follows: 
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\ t Statements made in the broadest sense concerning alternate aspects 
of outdoor education in relation to teaching and learning: 

a) the aspect of where something takes place: 

Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with the environment in 
which learning takes place. 

b) the aspect of what takes place: 

Outdoor educatio n is concerned ONLY with what is being taught. 

c) the aspects of where something takes place and what takes 
place: 

Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with what is being taught 
AND where it is being taught, 

2. Statements that contrasted the interpretations of the meaning of 
"outside:" 

a) "outside" meaning natural area: 

Outdoor education is education conducted OUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom and in a wilderness or other natural area ONLY. 

(This does not include a city street.) 

b) "outside" meaning non-natural area: 

Outdo or education is education conducted OUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom and on the city street ONLY. (This does not include 
a wilderness or other natural area.) 

c) "outside" meaning natural or non-natural area: 

Outdoor educati on is education conducted OUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom whether in a wilderness or other natural area OR on 
a city street. 

3. Statements that contrasted "outside" to "inside:" 

a) "outside," but further contrasted "natural objects" to "man- 
made objects:" 



(1) natural objects: 




Any subject matt er area taught OUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom i.nvol.ving the student directly with the N. V URAL 
phenomenon being taught is ou tdoor education . 
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(2) man-made objects: 



' latter area taught OUTSIDE of the formal 

classroom involving the’ student directly with a MAN-MADE 
object is outdoor education. 




b) . "inside," but further contrasted "natural objects" to "man- 
made objects:" 

(1) natural objects: 

Any subject matter area taught INSIDE of the formal class- 
room involving the student directly with the NATURAL phe- 
nomenon being taught is outdoor ed-qcatio n. 

(2) man-made objects : 

Any subject matter area taught INSIDE of the formal class- 
room involving the student directly with a MAN-MADE object 
is outdoor education . 

The selection of the above listed statements for each category 

with their respective subclassifications was believed to be exhaustive 

of the possibilities; however, some combinations of elements were. 

absurd while others were logically matched. If there were doubt as to 

whether to accept or reject a possible combination for inclusion into 

the rating sheet, it was accepted. This procedure would have tended 

3 

to increase the instrument's content validity. Certain statements 
served as consensus items since they obviously would, or would not, 
ke considered part of outdoor education. For instance, for the pur- 
pose of teaching mathematics, a statement involving only man-made 
(non-natural) objects inside of the formal classroom could not logi- 
^lly be considered as outdoor education by the respondents. 

In sum, there were 48 structured statements. Each respondent 
requested to read each structured statement thoughtfully, and then 




^ Ibid „ , pp. 445-47 
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respond by marking on a seven-point Likert scale the extent to which 
he agreed or disagreed with each statement . None 

oi the statements included the preparation for, or the follow-up of, 
an outdoor education experience. Each statement was so structured 
that it probed into one of the four categories of interest. There 
were 28 statements that exhausted a tri- facet matrix, scanning the 
major areas of the school curricula with allusions to teaching loca- 
tions, media, and purposes. The other 20 statements pertained to the 
non-curricular aspects of outdoor education. Eight of these statements 
dealt with terms which might be considered synonymous with the term 
“outdoor education.” 

An equal- interval semantic valued Likert scale appeared 
directly below each statement. The interval spaces roughly represented 
"completely agree, almost completely agree, slightly agree, undecided, 
slightly disagree, almost completely disagree,” and “completely dis- 
agree." Their assigned quantitative values ranged from seven through 
©no, respectively. Two completed example statements preceded the test 
Statements. The positions of "disagree” and "agree” were randomly 
reversed on the scale, neutralizing the scores of respondents who 
fright have intentionally or inadvertently marked all left-hand or all 
t'ight-hand spaces; these reversals tended to force the respondent to 
pay close attention to the value of each space by preventing him from 
irking a response set. One-half of the scales were opposite to the 
others, and care was taken to prevent the scales — for statements 
treating the same sub jects--from being placed in the same direction. 
JIMS 6Uc^Wftnt._was„,d^one with an IBM sorter and an IBM 407 accounting 
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Old chi no* Also, the respondents were asked not to retrace to change 
their answers when completing the ratirig sheet since the study was 
interested in first reactions. 

Each statement was, in part, randomly ordered on the rating 
sheet. Consideration was , however, given to the likelihood of the 
meaning of a statement being influeiiced by a preceding statement and 
therefore such problems were avoided. Also, the simplest statements 
were placed first, in order to begin the respondent with ease. The 
statements were numbered on the rating sheet in groups of six. Within 
each group each statement ‘/as assigned a letter ranging from ’’a" 
through "f.' 1 This method of numbering and lettering was insignificant 
except that it provided a convenient way to refer to any specific 
Statement while at the same, time eliminating the use of numbers 
exceeding "8." Oftentimes a respondent will view the number of the 
lost statement in order to determine the number of responses or marks 
required . Larger numbers tend to discourage respondents from answer- 
ing; hence, this researcher attempted to avoid this potential problem. 

Each statement was carefully pre-tested a number of times 
(prior to the exploratory study) and then coded according to its 
elements and key-punched on one data card for computer use. Also on 
the rating sheet were questions related to respondent characteristics 
'Snd geographical data, to the respondent's personal opinion as to 
whether or not he was qualified to complete the questionnaire, and to 
Buy miscellaneous information or comments that the* respondent might 
O wished to make. The first information requested from the 
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\ -respondent llis reaction to the test statements, followed by the 

i ‘ * 

i questions requiring more? than just a check mark. i^urM!^hcr'''d > £'^^ai'ls , ^ 

I ^^-AppendiK'Cr*)'^ 

jt The statements and rating scales were presented in a 24-pa^o 

I 

5 11 x 8" booklet lithographed on yellow paper. The size was convenient 

for handling, easy to read, and unique among other papers commonly 

found on a desk. The yellow paper permitted the rating sheet to be 

$*sily sighted and was generally pleasing to the eye. All of the 

above were designed to increase the response return. 

The questions and booklets were pre-coded foi easy key-punching 

! . 4 

| and computer use. A space for the accumulated data was placed after 

I each pre-coded number to facilitate reading by the key-punch machine 

\ operators. Also, pre-coding allowed for the easy assigning of rating 

V 

, sheet identif ication numbers and permitted each of these identifica- 

tion numbers to be easily associated with the. respondent's last name 

1 'iftd state. 
i 

? There were various steps taken in order to maximize the reli- 

I ability of the rating sheet as a test instrument. First, effort was 



i 
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^ken to make each statement as unambiguous as possible. This was 
\ ^ ori0 by submitting the statements to numerous pre-tests and to the 
Scrutiny of communication experts at Southern Illinois University. 

A paucity of statements covering the areas of inquiry would 
tended to decrease reliability; hence, there were statements 



i ^Charles II. Backstrom and Gerald D. Hursh , Survey R es earch 

nston: Northwestern University Press , 1963), pp. 153^71. 



added to the original selection of statements which covered many of 
the same elements covered by other statements. In other words , certain 
Important elements of interest to the study v?ere repeated throughout 
different statements on the rating sheet. Also, every attempt was 
taken to increase the reliability of the rating sheet by making unam- 
biguous instructions, which were pre-tested at various times by the 
same individuals and by different individuals. Also, some individuals 
Were given the same instrument periodically over a period of days, 
and in some cases, over a period of weeks. 

Reliability is usually considered to be a technical matcer 
Whereas validity is more concerned with 11 the nature of Reality 1 and 
the uature of the properties being measured, £andQ is heavily philoso- 
phical. 1 ^ The problem of constructing a series of statements and then 
placing them within a framework of a rating sheet and then optimisti- 
cally assuming that the desired attitudes would actually be symbolized 
by marks on a constructed scale is a pr.oblem of construct validity. 

The principal support of the instrument’s construct validity 
a product of two pre-tests and of an exploratory study, both com- 
pleted prior to the major study reported herein. The test instrument 
Vds first administered to a group of this author’s undergraduate stu- 
dents who were enrolled in an outdoor education course. In a fashion, 
this author exposed the students to certain known materials, lectures, 
experiences that evinced a certain known attitude- toward the mean- 
ing of the term "outdoor education/ 1 Prior to and after this exposure, 

^Kerlinger, op, cit ., p. 459. 
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the students were requested to complete a rating sheet. The results 
of the rating sheet given prior to the exposure indicated inconsisten- 
cies among the attitudes of the students toward outdoor education. The 
rating sheet completed after the course, however, indicated a con- 
sistency among the class members. Also, this consistency corresponded 
to the attitudes expressed in the course content, as interpreted by 
this author. 

Similar results were found when a procedure almost identical 
to the one described above was administered to the students of a grad- 
uate level course taught by a colleague. The rating sheet was adminis- 
tered during the same period of time to a group taught with similar 
instructional materials. The above two pre-tests and their respective 
Outcomes tended to support the instrument's validity. And, to further 
confirm the likelihood of the instrument having acceptable validity, 
exploratory study was conducted. This exploratory study simulated 
the design of the final study. Specifically, the test instrument 
reflected the anticipated results of a selected sample having known 
attitudes toward outdoor education. The details of the study will be 
teported later in this report. 

In sum, this researcher constructed a test instrument which he 
Considered both reliable and valid for his purposes. The construction 
involved selecting the appropriate content , • arranging a logical format, 
tfhd deciding upon the size, color, and form of the rating sheet. The 
Completed rating sheet is exhibited in Appendix C of this report. 
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Rating Sheet Administration 



Administering the rating sheet instrument to the selected 
•respondents entailed acquiring the most recent list of respondent 
addresses, designing the letters of transmittal which would accompany 
the rating sheets, and providing for adequate follow-up and control of 
the mailed materials. 

The list of respondent names and addresses was obtained from 
the Council* s headquarters in the National Education Association's 
main office building in Washington, D.C. The list 

was dated June 20, 1967* This researcher wrote a personal letter 
dated January 23, 1968, to the Council's headquarters requesting their 
most current list of members and their addresses. Or. February 1, 1968, 
this author received a letter from the AAIIPER Outdoor Education Project 
Director stating, **We do not have a more recent list of the members of 
the Council on Outdoor Education and Camping associated with colleges 
iftd universities than the one prepared in dune 1967.*'^ Since the 

rating sheets were to be mailed eleven days after receiving this reply, 

*■ 

this author used the most current 'list of Council members and the most 
Current list of their addresses available, 

A rating sheet, a stamped return envelope, and a letter of 
transmittal were mailed to each respondent on February 12, 1968. The 
iettar of transmittal stated the purpose and value of the study, 
attempted to motivate the respondents to participate, and gave them 
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Personal letter from Dr. Julian W. Smith to B. R.ay Horn, 
^dfced February 1, 1968. 
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the necessary instructions. (See- Append Between February 12 

and March 13 this first mailing produced an 80 percent return; i.e., 

» 

94 of the. total 118 respondents returnee! their rating sheets within 
'the first month. This researcher anticipated a 70 percent return 
using two follow-up requests; therefore, the 80 percent return without 

i 

the use of follow-up requests was very high. Because of this, the. 
study's validity was markedly increased. 

Prior to mailing the second letter of request, the addresses 
of the delinquent respondents were carefully checked for correctness 
against the professional membership directory cf the American Park 
and Recreation Society.^ Il* was likely that the Council members ware, 
also members of this Society. The second letter, dated March 13 f (see- 
nAppead~i j x^B^ stated that the respondent had not yet returned his 
rating sheet, indicated why ne was selected as a respondent, and men- 
tioned that he could remain anonymous if he so desired. A copy of the 
final results of the study was also promised. Included with this 
second letter was an additional copy of the rating sheet and a copy of 

i 

the original letter of February 12. All correspondence relating to 
the study were mailed "first class air mail, please forward," and 
"return requested." Prior to sending a third letter, a 92 percent 
return had already been received. In other words, the second letter 
produced an additional 14 completed rating sheets, bringing the total 
returns to 108 out of a possible 118. 

^American Park and Recreation Society, Memb ership Dir act or y v 
1967 (Washington, D.C.: National Recreation, and Park Association, 

1967), 56 pp. 

ERIC 35 



30 



The third and final request was dated and mailed March 28. 

(See Appendix B.) It was simply an informal reminder with no enclo- 
sures. This reminder produced an additional return of six rating 
sheets, bringing the final total to 114 out of a possible 118. This 
97 percent return was ex raordinary and tended to support the earlier 
stated ccnvfiction that the. selected respondents were specifically 
reliable. 

Of the total 114 returned rating sheets, seven were not usable. 
Four of these seven were disqualified because they were not completed 
by the specified respondents. The project examined the responses of 
specific persons. Two rating sheets were eliminated because they were 
returned blank except for a name ar j address. In one of these two 
cases, a letter which did not lend itself to quantification accompanied 
the blank rating sheet. The last racing sheet to be disqualified was 
received too late to be machine analyzed and therefore too late to be 
in this study. Since seven of the total 114 returned rating sheets 
were discarded, 107 were ultimately submitted to machine analysis and 
hence are interpreted in this report. 

The administration of the rating sheet test instrument de- 
scribed above involved a careful control of the respondent addresses, 
e ^ c cbual correspondence, accurate mailing procedures, and proper 
timing. It was felt by this researcher that the adequate treatment of 
these areas would increase, and did increase, the study's validity and 
reliability. These desiderata, however, would have lost their signi- 
ficance without accurate tabulation procedures. 
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Data Tabulation 



Upon the receipt of each returned rating sheet, a numerical 
.value was assigned by the researcher to each computer pre-code number. 
All pre-cGde numbers ranged between "C2" and "CSO," corresponding to 
the standard 80-column general purpose computer punch-card, -(See— 
-Append 

Accordingly, rating sheet identification numbers were assigned 
in the order that the rating sheets were received. The assigned num- 
bers ranged between 001 and 118, 118 being the maximum possible return. 
Punch-card columns were reserved for such data as the respondents 
agency, his name, address, title, experience, and his opinion as to 
whether or not he personally felt that he knew what outdoor education 
was. An area for .the respondent’s comments was also provided which 
Was indexed and coded as follows: "0” meant "no comment;" "1" indi- 

cated that a comment was made; and "2" indicated that the respondent 
ihade a comment, part of which stated or implied a desire to receive 
the final results. The assigned value for the other data can be found 
Juxtaposed next to the appropriate question on the rating sheet, 
filter questions were used in various instances to determine whether 
or not the respondent qualified to answer a succeeding series of 
questions. 

Each rating sheet was personally scored and checked by this 
Searcher, the data were transferred to a computer General Purpose 
Data Form, and then key-punched by the Southern Illinois 1 Data 
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processing and Computing Center using standard procedures. The final 
cards, however, were reviewed -and corrected by this researcher 
to ensure accuracy. 

As a point of information, the Docutran method of transferring 
data onto computer cards was not used because of the desirability of 
having each respondents name and state appear directly on the data 
card. This would facilitate interpretation and increase the probabil- 
ity of discovering any new crossbreaks in the data. The advantages of 
using the Docutran data sheets, therefore, were not sufficiently great 
to warrant their usage since mixed data--numeric and alphabatic--are 
not easily handled by Docutran without special programming and pro- 
cessing. 

The data collection techniques described entailed an under- 
standing of the characteristics of the selected population, the con- 
struction and administration of a valid and reliable measuring instru- 
ment, and the establishment of an accurate data tabulation procedure. 
All of the above were viewed from this author’s belief that the prob- 
lem's objectives are first determined and then the best available 
methods are selected to achieve those objectives. In other words, the 
problem under treatment determined the design of the data gathering 
*nd tabulating techniques . 

^Walter R. Borg, Ed ucational Res earch (New York: David McKay 

Company, Inc., 1963), pp. ’ 346-59, and Gharries H. Backs trom and Gerald 
D* Hursh, o p. cit ., pp. 153-71. 
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Data Analysis 



The data from 107 rating sheets were submitted for factor 
analysis, the ultimate stage of Q-methodo] ogy . This analysis was the 
third phase of the total design. Described herein is an overview of 
the factor analysis. 

Factor analysis lent itself appropriately to the solution of 
the problem. 

Factor analysis is a method for reducing a large number of 
measures to a smaller numbei of measures (factors) by dis- 
covering which measures "go together" (which measures 
measure the same thing) and the relations between these 
clusters of measures that go together. 

The advantages of a high-speed computer were readily noticeable during 

this study. The computer must readily available, hence used, was an 

IBM 7040 which was housed at Southern Illinois University. The 

University’s Data Processing and Computing Center did not, however, 

have available the desired program. It was therefore necessary to 

obtain the program elsewhere.^ # 

This program provides a single-execution method for handling 
all phases of Stephenson’s Q-Analysis . H It is a multiphase 
program which allows data manipulation, correlation, principal 
components factoring, orthogonal or oblique rotation to 
simple structure, and a summary procedure called WRAP 12 
which in Q-Analysis indicates the response patterns of the 
different types of people to test Items. 



9 

Kerlinger, op. cit . , pp. 453-54. 

^The program was obtianed from the University of Iowa through 
the initiative of Dr. L. Erwin Atwood, presently with Southern Illinois 
University. 

11 

William Stephenson, The Study of Behavior (Chicago: Univer- 

sity of Chicago Press, 1953). 

12 

Weighted Rotational Analytic Procedure. 
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The program is designed primarily for use in connection with 
Q studies; being merely au extended -factoring program, it 
may be used in more customary f R f studies. In this ca r, Cj 
the final phase of the program, WRAP, yields a sort of 
'factoring score* j; or each subject to aid the investigator 
in identifying the subject's relative performance within 
each factor. In Q studies, this phase provides a summary 
of the response of each of the factor types of people to 
each of the testing items. 



The program is written in FORTRAN IV for Version 9 of the 
IFM 7044^ . • . . In addition to the normal input and 
output units, the program requires one external storage 
unit on which the several phases of the program are main- 
tained, and another unit (FORTRAN logical unit 1) for 
intermediate storage. 



The program assumes these maxi mums : number of variables, 

109; number of observations, 130; number of factors, 10,™ 

In this study there were 107 variables (persons) and 48 observations 
(statements). The original solution extracted ten factors, the maxi- 
mum number allowable by the program. On the second analysis, the pro- 
gram was coded to extract only three factors. The rationale behind 
this was based, in part, upon the percentage of total variance held by 
each factor on the first analysis; factors four through ten accounted 
for an insignificant amount of the total variance and were therefore 
disregarded for ease of handling and interpreting the final results. 

A manipulation of this kind was not unusual. All of the disregarded 
factors had less than three percent of the total factor variance,, 



■^The IBM 7044 is an updated version of the IBM 7 040. The 
IBM 7044 and 7040 programs are interchangeable. 

^N. Van Tubergen, "PROGRAM - Q Analysis (QUANAL) Basic 
Version 2 (Mass Communications Research Bureau, School of Journalism, 
University of Iowa, n.d.), pp. 1-2. (Mimeographed.) Although the 
material is undated, the material is known to have been written in 
the fall, 1967. 
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Additional reasons for discarding the residual factors were the facts 
that only two of the total 107 respondents had their highest positive 
factor loading on factor four and no respondents had their highest 
positive factor loading on factors five through ten. Also, the two 
respondents who loaded highest on factor four demonstrated factor 
loadings very close to their second highest positive loading, making 
the relevance of the factor and the loading less important than the 
other factors and loadings, 

A factor analysis implies a certain number of assumptions and 

limitations, Fruchter reports the following assiunp tions : 

A basic assumption of factor analysis is that a battery of 
intercorrelated variables has common factors running through 
it and that the scores of an individual can be represented 
more economically in terms of these reference factors. 



A second assumption of factor analysis is that the corre- 
lation between two variables . • . can be accounted for 



15 



by the nature and extent of their common factor loadings.' 

'These assumptions were made prior to the factor analysis, and the 
final results tended to establish the likelihood that there were common 
factors and that they were being accounted for by common factor load- 
ings . 

Some limitations of the factor analysis were that the derived 
Solutions are seldom unique and that the factor pattern is directly 
i^pftndent upon the population studied dnd cannot be considered typic. 



■^Benjamin Fruchter, Introduction to Factor Analysis (New 
Yoirk: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc,, 1954), pp. 44-50. 
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to a larger or different population. These limitations were standard 
and did not hamper the study. 

In sum, the program constructed a matrix of intercorrclations 
which was formed by correlating every person’s responses with every 
other person’s responses. Pearson produce moment correlation coeffi- 
cients were used.^ The entire correlation matrix was then factor 
analyzed using a principal components solution x-rith rotation to simple 
structure. For easy comparison, all scores x>7ere converted to z-scores. 
A plus or minus one standard deviation on a normalized distribution 

18 

was the criterion indicating a substantial difference between types. 
Positive ‘scores indicated the degree of agreement to which statements 
should, according to the respondents, be accepted as pertinent to the 
definition of the term ’’outdoor education.” Similarly, negative 
scores indicated the degree of agreement to which certain statements 
should, in the opinion of the respondents, be rejected as part of the 
definition of the term ’’outdoor education.” 

Descending arrays of z-s cores were formed for each factor 
indicating the most accepted and the most rejected statements. This 

16m*. Gladys Scott (ed . ) , R esea rch Method s in He alth , Phys ica l 
Education z an d Recrea tion (Washington, D.C.: American Association for 

Health, Physical Education, apd Recreation, 1959), p. 208, 

^Paul Bloiwners and E. F. Lindquist, Elementary Statistical 
Methods in Psychology a n d Education (Boston: Koughton-Mif f lin Co., 

1960), PP 7 361-S6 . 

18 

Since there were no appropriate statistical techniques for 
Verifying significant differences between factor arrays, it x*as 
assumed that a difference of plus or minus one standard deviation on 
the D-dis tribution was a substantial difference between any two types 
on any given statements. 
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provided a preference ordering for each ‘factor* From the various 
factor arrays, types were formed and assigned identification numbers 
using Roman numerals. Each z-score factor array was then compared 
with every other factor array. This assisted greatly in differentiat- 
ing one type from another. Type preferences were described, compared, 
contrasted, and interpreted. 



Exploratory Study 

The design of the final study was pre-tested and validated on 

an exploratory study that prefaced the collection of data from the 
19 

AAHPER Council. For the purposed of **he exploratory study, the 
respondents were selected as a matter of convenience from the staff, 
faculty, and students of Southern Illinois University. Since the 
study was exploratory, respondent selection was from a population 
having a generally known attitude toward outdoor education. This was 
further verified when the observed outcomes were as predicted. The 
respondents reacted to a 48-item structured rating sheet that was 
almost identical to the one used in the final study. 

The report described a surprisingly large majority of respon- 
dents who clustered substantially to produce essentially a one-factor 
solution with two residual factors. The researcher discovered a 
single element or facet that was common throughout the areas of 



19 

B. Ray Horn, "An Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Defini- 
tions of the Term * Outdoor Education 1 " (unpublished research paper 
submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for JRNL 433, 
Measurement of Public Opinion, Department of Journalism, Southern 
Illinois University, 1967), 22 pp. 
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agreement. This element was used by the majority of the respondents 
as the criterion for defining the term "outdoor education." 

The exploratory study accomplished its purpose in that it pre- 
tested the instrument, examined Q-inethod applicability, and demonstrated 
that the nature of the problem and the data treatment had lent them- 
selves readily to a factor analytic kind of analysis and interpretation. 

This chapter, the "Design of the Study," may be summarized by 
Iterating the four design phases. The first involved developing a 
rationale for selecting the design; the second pertained to the method 
of data collection; the third concerned the data analysis; and the 
fourth and final phase briefly described the exploratory study that 
preceded this venture into the semantics of definition. 
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CHAPTER IV 



PRESENTATION OF ANALYZED DATA 

After ascertaining the rotated factor loadings, (see APP en dix 
r), the customary next step was to identify the content and nature of 
the factors. This was done by inferring what the respondents with 
high positive loadings on a factor had in common w:.th the other 
respndents who had high positive loading on the same factor. Those 
elements which were common to most of the respondents who had high 
loadings on a particular factor were the elements that collectively 
constituted an attitude type. 

Prefatory to describing the characteristics of each type, the 
consensus items were examined. The consensus items were those state- 
ments of agreement — as to whether a statement should be accepted or 
rejected as part of the definition of the term "outdoor education" — 
that seemed to cut across all attitude types. The computer arrayed 
according to their z-scores these consensus statements to facilitate 
observation and interpretation. 

Every statement was also arrayed according to its z-score for 
each attitude type. The computer also arrayed for observation and 
interpretation the statements which compared and contrasted each type 
with every other type and each type with all other types combined. In 
other words, the computer presented each type, differentiated one type 
from another type, differentiated one type from all other types 
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combined, and then calculated the jortcl.aticm coefficients between 
the various types. 

t 

Summary descriptions of the consensus statements, of the 
statements characteristic to each type, and of the correla tions 
between the typos were as follows: 

Consensus St : at . e nip n t s 

Consensus statements were defined as test statements upon 
which all of the respondents were in general agreement and test state- 
ments for which there was no z-score difference as great as + 1.0 
across all types. These statements were not considered unique to any 
single type but were common to all types. There were ten of these 
statements. (See Table 1.) Five exhibited, because of their 2 -scores, 
those items which the respondents generally agreed should be included 
within the scope of the term "outdoor education." On three of the ten 
items, the respondents tended to acquiesce; they were not sure whether 
these were outdoor education or net. Two items of the ten were dis- 
carded as part of outdoor education. The criterion feu- acceptance as 
part of outdoor education was a z-score of +1.00, and the criterion 
for rejection was -1.00. 

A common element found among the accepted statements was that 
all of the functions carried on under the scope of outdoor education 
were conducted outdoors. The purpose for conducting the. activity did 
not seem to be important; there was no discrimination among' subject 
matter areas in the consensus items. Recreation outdoors and physical 
education outdoors were also among the consensus statements. There 
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seemed, however, to be no specification as to the "kind of outdoors," 
Tt apparently did not matter whether "outdoors" meant "in a natural or 
wilderness area" or otherwise. 

There were three statements upon which most of the respondents 
tended to acquiesce. The respondents were noL sure whether they 
should or should not limit the relationship between recreation and 
outdoor education to include only those recreation functions carried 
on in a natural or wilderness area. The respondents also appeared to 
be in another dilemma; th ;y could not decide whether or not to include 
as synonyms the terms "environmental education" and "outdoor recrea- 
tion." The respondents were indecisive. 

There were two statemerts upon which the respondents felt were 
definitely not part of outdoor education. Activities conducted in- 
doors and concerning man-made (non-natural) materials as the object 
or subject of study were rejected, as predicted by the researcher* 
These items were absurdly and unconceivably outdoor education. 

In sum, the consensus items indicated that any activity con- 
ducted outdoors, whether in a wilderness area or not, was outdoor 
education. The respondents were apparently puzzled whethe'* or not to 
Consider "outdoor recreation" and "environmental education" as terms 
Synonymous with "outdoor education." The respondents rejected state- 
ments which specified indoor study of man-made objects. 
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Attitude Typos 

The attitude types were derived from the extracted factors. 

"A factor is a construct, a hypothetical entity that is assumed to 
underlie tests and tost performance 1 ^ The tort items that collective- 
ly made-up a factor were interpreted to reflect the elements most 
nearly unique to that factor. The respondents who had in common cer- 
tain distinguishing characteristics v;ere members of the same type and 
therefore collectively constituted that type.. A respondent v?as said 
to belong to a particular type when his factor loading for that type 
was greater than for any other type. For convenience r a Roman numeral 
was assigned to each distinctive attitude type. 



Type I 



The first attitude type accounted for 40.76 percent of the 
2 

total variance. Since this was the strongest type, the common items 
within this type were of paramount importance for the purposes of this 
study. For Type I there were twenty statements upon which there was 
common agreement. Eight of these s La tements indicated agreement as 
to what had been included within the scope of outdoor education. 

Twelve of these statements implied what had been excluded in defining 
outdoor education. (See Table 2.) 

Within the eight statements which were included in the defini- 
tion by Type I, there was ostensibly two common elements: the 

"C 4 < ■ — — — ~ - r 



*Ker linger, op. cit ., p. 650. 

-I' 

iPrucHter, op. cit ., p. 45, and Solomon Diamond, Information 
arid Error: An Introdu ctio n to Statis t ics! Analysi s (New York: Basic. 

Books , Inc . 7 1959) , pp .'~63~6b. 
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local: ion of the specific activity and the. nature of the object being 
Studied (natural versus man-made). All Type I individuals agreed that 
an activity must be conducted outdoors, in contrast to the formal 
classroom, in order to be considered outdoor education. Type 1 also 
believed that the nature of the object under study must be a natural 
or non-man-made object. Apparently, though, they believed that the 
purpose of an activity had little or nothing to do V7ith determining 
i/hcth the activity was outdoor education or not, for they did not 
concern themselves with the purpose of an activity. To the respondents 
of this type, the purpose, could have been either social studies, nature 
stud;,, conservation, English, or mathematics. There were, however, 
two discrepancies worth noting. In relation to conservation education, 
it apparently made no difference to Type I whether the object under 
study was man-made or natural. This type felt that as long as con- 
servation was taught outside of the formal classroom then i.t was out- 
<ioor education, regardless or whether or not 'the object of study was 
natural. The second discrepancy was in relation to nature study. 

Type I respondents apparently felt that studying nature through the 
Use of the motion picture medium inside of the formal classroom was 
atill outdoor education, even though the learner was inside and has 
direct contact with nature. 

Type I respondents believed that the terms "school camping 
^Outdoor recreation," and "camping education" were definitely not 
Synonymous with "outdoor education. " They also believed that Some- 
thing did not have to take place in a natural or wilder ness area to 
he considered' outdoor education. Although this type’s major criterion 
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defining outdoor education was the observed object, they did not 
delimit their definition to include only these, attributes. In sum, 
they felt that almost anything conducted under the guise of conserva- 
tion education or nature study was outdoor education, but everything 
else had to be taught outdoors using natural materials to be called 
putetoor education. 

There vere thirteen substantial differences between Type I 
and all of the other types combined. (See Table S.) Type I desired 
to include almost anything carried on under the title of nature study 
or conservation education as being outdoor education whereas the other 
types reacted negatively toward this issue. The other types wanted 
to use the criterion of where something was taught and what was being 
laugh whereas Type I insisted upon making an exception for conserva- 
tion education and nature study. The other types, in contrast to 
type I, desired to make a close association among nature interpreta- 
tion, camping education, and outdoor education. 

Type II 

Type II, accounting for 10.84 percent of the total variance, 
Was positively correlated with Type I (r = 0.592; ee Table 11), 

Which indicated that they had many similar agreements and disagree- 
ments. Type II had nineteen common items. Twelve of these items 
reflected those characteristics which this type felt should be 
included within the scope of outdoor education. The common criterion 
or stratum was again, as in Type I, the location.— namely , the outcoo. 
The criterion for rejection reflected in all instances was the 
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, location--lndoors . This Type, however, tended to reject indoor 

activities involving non- natural objects more than indoor activities 
Involving natural objects. Although Type II generally felt that the 
; nature of the object or phenomenon examined was not an outdoor educa- 
■ tion criterion, they felt that the area of conservation education v/as 
\ an exception. They felt that conservation was outdoor education 

j 

5 regardless of whether it concerned coming in direct contact x^ith 
* nature or not. Nature study not taught outside in a natural area was 
; not considered outdoor education by this Type. This, of course, was 
; in contrast to Type I which felt that nature study v/as outdoor educa- 
■i tion even though there was no direct experience, with nature involved. 
(See Table 5.) For Type II, nature study was outdoor education if 
and only if it involved direct contact with nature in 'an outdoor set- 



ting. 






Type II wanted the meaning of "outdoors" to include anything 
outside of the formal classroom, whether a wilderness or natural area 
or not. They also felt that recreation education and physical educa- 
tion were outdoor education if and only if the activities were con- 
ducted outdoors in a natural or wilderness area. They did not feel 
that studying about outdoor recreation activities while indoors v/as 
Outdoor education. Type II also avoided equating outdoor education 
With any certain synonym; that is, they did not firmly accent or 
'reject any particular synonym but remained uncommi t ted. Types II and 
1 were adversaries in that they were in disagreement as to whether 
"outdoors" meant outside of the formal classroom or "outdoors meant 
a natural or wilderness area. Even though Type£ II and I used some 
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criteria to determine if something was outdoor education or not, they 
both readily made inconsistent exceptions to the criteria they empha- 
sized. 



Type II differed most substantially from all of the other types 
combined in that Type II emphasized their belief that something must 
be taught almost exclusively outdoors in order to be outdoor education. 
Type II* a concept of "outdoors, " as we recall, meant anywhere outside 
of the formal classroom. (See Table 9.) The only substantial dis- 
agreement between Type II and all other types combined was that they 
included those things done under the guise of conserva tion. 

Type III 
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Type III, which accounted for 5.52 percent of the total variance, 
was positively correlated with Type I (r ~ 0.617) and with Type II 
(r = 0.482; see Table 11). The criterion that this type apparently 
used to include a statement within the definition of outdoor education 
vas one of location. Generally, if the subject or activity was con- 
ducted outdoors, it was considered, outdoor education. Within this 
type there were eighteen common items. There were nine statements 
vhich*-were accepted, of which five deserve special mention. (See 
Table 4.) Two statements refer directly to what this type treated as 
synonyms with the term "outdoor education;" they were, in order of the 
significance placed upon them, '’conservation education" and "nature 
interpretation." As an attitude group, the respondents falling within 
this type considered these two terms as directly equitable and synony- 
^us with the term "outdoor education." 



47 



t 

If 

i 

'{ 



v 



{: 



i 

l 



f 

S 



* 

\ 

§ 

i 

f 

& 



& 

3 





53 



The respondents of this third type were considerably more 
Liberal in defining outdoor education. This type accepted recreation 
education and physical education as outdoor education as long as the 
activity had something to do with the outdoors. Not even a direct 
experience with nature was necessary; even studying about the outdoors 
While indoors was accepted as part of outdoor education. Also, almost 
anything to do with the outdoor environment- -nature study, conserva- 
tion education, writing about birds, studying about Indian foods, 
etc. --was said to be outdoor education. Furthermore, this type 
rejected every activity not concerned with a natural object, and they 
rejected any activity not conducted in a wilderness or natural area, 
fargdoxically , there was one major _ discrepancy. Recreation education 
Outdoors and physical education outdoors tended to be outdoor educa- 
tion no matter what was observed or what the activity was, as long as 
it was in a wilderness or natural area. But, on the other hand, some 
School curriculum areas (e.g., English l \d mathematics) were not out- 
education even though they were taught outdoors. The data from 
this type tended to imply that outdoor education was a place for 
'toothing to happen and not part of the happening (a medium, a method, 
4 tool, etc.). The only exceptions to this wore in the areas r con- 
servation education and nature interpretation. These exceptions in 
thfcRi&elves tended to be nebulous and minor when compared to the other 
attributes of this type. 

There were eleven items substantially marking the differences 
between Types III and I, (See Table 6.) For some reason unknown to 
this researcher the subject area oL art seemed to be treated 
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differently by the two types. Type III readily rejected art taught 
outdoors, regardless of what was being drawn, whether using natural 
materials or not, whereas Type I readily accepted it. They also were 
opponents as to the choice of a synonym for outdoor education. Type 
III,, the most liberal group, evinced a couple of apparently related 
synonyms as being easily equitable to outdoor education whereas Type 
I accepted no synonym. 

These two attitude types were in some ways and some dimensions 
adversaries. The correlation between the two types was not considered 
low (r = 0.617), but the areas of discrepancy, albeit few, were sharp. 
The correlation between Types III and II was lower than the correla- 
tion between Types III and I (r - 0.482 and 0.617, respectively; see 
Table 11). Types III and II differed substantially on seventeen 
items (see Table 7). Type II desired to reject nature study per se 
as part of outdoor edu> ation whereas Type III had a greater tendency 
to accept it, though not emphatically. Type II rejected teaching 
outdoor recreation and outdoor physical education activities while 
indoors as outdoor education whereas Type III, viewing outdoor educa- 
tion in a broader sense, included the teaching of these activities 
within the scope of outdoor education. Type II also more readily 
accepted the teaching of the subject areas of art and mathematics, 
when they involved natural phenomenon outdoors, as with In the scope 
of outdoor education than did Type III. 

; Type III was substantially different from all other types com- 



h . bined on six items. (See Table 10.) The greatest differences were 

V. : . 

‘ : v in reference to xdxether or not a subject matter area taught outdoors, 
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but not involving natural materials as the object of study, would be 
considered part of outdoor education. Typo III did not consider this 

i 

part of the term whereas the other types generally Indicated that they 
accepted these as part of the definition. Another contrast was that 
Type III was willing to include activities which were recreational or 
physical educational as outdoor education, to a much greater extent 
than were all of the other types combined. Type III also had a greater 
desire to place the term "nature study" synonymously with "outdoor 
education" than were the other types. There were. other minor differ- 
ences between Type III and all other types combined but none signifi- 
cant enough to warrant mention here. 

Type IV 

Since there were only two respondents who loaded the highest 
on this type, Type IV was not as substantial as the other types. 

Type IV correlated positively, but relatively low, with Typos IT and 
III, and negatively with Type I (r = O.OSS, 0.206, and -0,128, 
respectively; see Table 11). Type IV was formed because 2S.47 percent 
of Type I was negative. The program extracted the negative items 
from Type I, made them positive, and formed them into Type IV. 

The two isolated respondents appearing on this Typo exhibited 
twenty common statements which wore in many instances absurd. They 
were inconsistent and contradictory. This researcher conjectured that 
these two respondents did not complete the rating sheet carefully and 
were therefore singled out. as deviant and relatively uucorcelflted 
cases by the computer. 
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lype IV had eleven statements to which the two respondents 
agreed should be included within the definition of outdoor education, 

A direct contradiction was that the respondents agreed that an activity 
conducted indoors involving non-natural objects should be included 
within outdoor education while at the same time agreed that an 
activity conducted outdoors involving natural objects should also be 
included in outdoor education. Furthermore, there were statements 
rejected covering the same elements. In other words , these respond- 
ents accepted and at the same time rejected the elements of definition. 
They would accept both indoor and outdoor activities, both subjects 
dealing with natural and non-natural objects; and they would accept 
these across various subject matter areas which evinced no subject 
matter discrimination. 

The only sorting that made any sense to this researcher was 
in relation to the "direct experience" criterion. Indoor activities 
involving non- natural objects with which the learner was having 
direct experience were rejected whereas outdoor activities involving 
natural objects with which the learner was having direct experience 
ftete accepted as outdoor education. 

There was apparently no discernible pattern for Type IV that 
demonstrated that any particular criterion was used to accept or 
^ject statements as elements of outdoor education. Since there were 
onl y two respondents of a total o£ 107 examined appearing on this 
type, 

the type was considered deviant and of less importance than the 
cypes. v 56 
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Cor re 1 n L 1 o n s Am o n g Ty p c s 

The correlations among the various types appear in Table 11. 
Types I and 111 were the most highly correlated among all of the 
types (r = 0.617). The second most highly and positively correlated 
were Types I and II (r « 0.592); the third. Types II and III 
(r = 0.482); the fourth. Types III and IV (r = 0.206); the fifth, 

Typer II and IV (r = 0,088); and the least were Types I and IV, which 
were negatively correlated (r = -0.128). 

Types IV failed to correlate substantially with any other, type, 
confirming its deviance mentioned earlier. Types I, II, and 111, 
however, correlated substantially to indicate some areas of agri- tnent, 
which were described under the section of this chapter dealing with 
the statements common to all types. The number of respondents appear- 
ing on each factor, hence Type, excluding Type IV which had only two, 
were as follows: Type I, 37; Type II, 40; Type III, 28, This sort- 

ing indicated that the problem under consideration in this stud's' was 
essentially a three -fact or solution; the respondents tended to cluster 
into three distinct attitude types. There were, however, strata of 
agreement which crossed all of these attitude types, but these v, i:e 
less distinct when c omp a r c cl wi t h t h o s e s t r a t a wh i ch d i d not c r o s s -11 
types. 1 

This chapter concerned itself with the descriptions, compari- 
sons, contrasts, and substantiations of the attitude typos derived 
from the factors extracted from an analysis of the data. Three almost 
equal-sized clusters or groups of respondents, and one residual group, 
emerged as a consequent of the analysis. 
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TABLE 1 

CONSENSUS STATEMENTS AND AVERAGE Z- SCORES 



rJu/»fcer 

C74 

C52 

C68 

C35 

C34 

C57 

C59 

C55 

CIO 

cea 



Statement 



Average 
Z- Score 



A nature study course taught OUTDOORS in a 
wilderness area is outdoor education ^ 



Recreation education fer archery, fishing, 
hunting, camping, canoeing, hiking, and for 
other similar outdoor activities taught OUTDOORS 
is outdoor education. 



Writing one's impressions for 'an English class 
assignment of a bird in flight, while observing 
the bird OUTDOORS, is outdoor education . 



Learning how to pitch a tent by doing it in the 
OUTDOORS is outdoor education . 

Any sub ject matter area taught OUTSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student direct y 
with the NATURAL phenomenon being taught is 
outdoor education . 

A hike to a mountain lake taken for recreational 
purposes ONLY (not as a school function) is 
outdoor education . 

Outdoor education is the same as environmental 
education. 

Outdoor recreation is the same as oirt doo _ r 
e ducat ion. 

Arty sub ject matter area taught INSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with a MAN-MADE object: is outdoojL education. 

Calculating the volume, of a coffee can for a 
mathematics class assignment, while INSIDE of 
the formal classroom, is outdoor edu cation. 



1.55 



1.46 



1.34 ' 

1.20 



1.15 
' 0.32 



-0.25 



- 0.68 



-1.30 



-1.59 
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TABLE 2 

TYPE I STATEMENTS AND Z- SCORES 



Number 


Statements Most Accepted 


Z- Sc ore 


C61 


A social studies field trip into the forest to 
study the herbs that the Indians ate is outdoor 
education* 


1.48 


C74 


A nature study course taught OUTDOORS in a 
wilderness area is outdoor education. 


1.39 


C46 


Discovering in the OUTDOORS how nature provides 
land cover- to prevent erosion is outdoor 
education. 

r 


1.38 


C65 


Learning about the structural design of a flood 
control dam by actually visiting a dam is outdoor 
education. 


1.36 


C68 


Writing one’s impressions for an English class 
assignment of a bird in flight, while observing 
the bird OUTDOORS, is outdoor education. 


1.34 


C41 


Determining the height of a tree in a wilderness 
area for a mathematics class is outdoor education. 


1.31 


C36 


Viewing: a movie on wild animal life, while INSIDE 
of the formal classroom, is outdoor education. 


1.10 


C30 


A nature study class visiting a nature museum is 
outdoor education. 


1.00 




Statements Most Rejected 




C40 


Outdoor education is synonymous with school 
camping. 


-1.00 


C77 


Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with what is 
' being taught AND where it is being taught. 


-1.23 


C69 


Outdoor education is education conducted OUTSIDE 
of the formal classroom and in a wilderness or 
other natural area ONLY. (This does not include 
a city street.) 


-1.26 
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TABLE 2“ -Continued 



flumber Statements Most R - ejected 



C53 

C55 

C70 

C60 



Writing an English class essay, while INDOORS, 
about a field trip to a steel factory is 
outdoor education . 

Outdoor recreation is the same as outdoor 
education* 



Any subject matter area taught INSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with a MAN-MADE object is outdoor educa tion* 

Calculating the volume of a coffee can for a 
mathematics class assignment, while INSIDE of 
the formal classroom, is outdoor educat ion. 



C73 Outdoor education is synonymous with camping 
education, 

C31 Outdoor educatio n is concerned ONLY with the 
environment in which learning takes place. 

C66 Outdoor education is education conducted OUTSIDE 
of the formal classroom and on the city street 
ONLY. (This does not include a wilderness or 
other natural area,) 

C33 Outdoor educati on is concerned ONLY with what 
is being taught* 

C51 Drawing a picture of an automobile for an art 
class while INSIDE of the formal classroom is 
outdoor education* 
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Z-Scor c 

- 1.30 

- 1.34 

- 1.35 

- 1.39 

- 1.43 

- 1.69 

- 1.87 

- 1.90 

- 1.97 
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dumber 

CA6 

C61 

C74 

c4i 

C52 

C62 

C65 

C68 

C34 

C56 

C35 



TABLE 3 

TYPE II STATEMENTS AND Z ~ SCORES 

S tatements Most: Accepted 

Discovering in the OUTDOORS how nature provides 
land cover tc prevent erosion is outdoor 
education , 

A social studies field trip into the forest to 
study the herbs that the Indians ate is outdoor 
education. 



A nature study course taught OUTDOORS in a 
wilderness area is outdoor education . 

Determining the height of a tree in a wilderness 
area for a mathematics class is outdoor education . 

Recreation education for archery, fishing , hunt- 
ings camping , canoeing, hiking, and for other 
similar outdoor activities taught OUTDOORS is 
outdoor education . 

Drawing a picture of a tree for an art class 
while in the OUTDOORS is out d oor education . 

Learning about the structural design of a flood 
control, dam by actually visiting a dam is out- 
door education . 

Writing one’s impressions for an English class 
assignment of a bird in flight, while observing 
the bird OUTDOORS, is outdoor e du cation , 

Anv subject matter area taught OUTSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with the NATURAL phenomenon being taught is 
outdo or education . 

Outdoor education is education conducted OUTSIDE 
of the formal classroom whether in a wilderness 
or other natural area OR on a city street. 

Learning how to pitch a tent by doing it in the 
OUTDOORS is o utdoo r e ducati on.. 



Z- Sc ore 

1.74 

1.72 

1.64 

1.62 

1.55 

1,54 

1.50 

1.49 

1.46 

1.35 

1.13 
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Kun ib e r 
C63 



C64 



C71 



C58 



C39 



C70 



C60 



C51 

« 
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TABLE 3-- -Continued 



Statements Most Accepted 

A social studies field trip to an historical 
Indian village in downtown Los Angeles is outdoor 
education. 



Statements Mos t Rejected 

Writing an essay about extinct birds, while 
INS IP E of the formal classroom, is outdoor edu- 
cation . 

Drawing a picture of a bird for an art class , 
while INSIDE of the formal classroom, is o utdoor 
education . t 

Calculating for a mathematics class, while 
INSIDE of the formal classroom, the usable timber 
from tree dimensions given in a textbook is out- 
d oor e d ucation 0 

A social studies class studying a textbook, 

YJhile INDOORS, about che herbs that the Indians 
ate is o utdoor educatio n. 

Any subject matter area taught INSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with a MAN-MADE object is out door educat ion. 

Calculating the volume of a coffee can for a 
mathematics class assignment, while INSIDE of 
the formal classroom, is o utdoor ed uc ation . 

Drawing a picture of an automobile for an art 
class while INSIDE of the formal classrocm is 
outdoor education. 



Z- Sc ore 

1.02 

- 1 1 02 
-1.05 

-1.08 

-1.13 

-1.24 

-1.26 

-1.29 



62 



57 



Number 

C.52 

C74 

C35 

C54 

C75 

C46 

C42 

C61 

C68 

C66 



TABLE 4 

TYPE III STATEMENTS AND Z-SCORES 



Statements Most Accepte d 

Recreation education fox archery, fishing, 
hunting, camping, canoeing, hiking, and for 
other similar outdoor activities taught OUTDOORS 
i s outdoor education . 

A nature study course taught OUTDOORS in a 
wilderness area is outdoor education . 

Learning how to pitch a tent by doing it in the 
OUTDOORS is outdoor educatio n. 

Conservation education, whether taught indoors 
OR outdoors is outdoor educatio n. 

Recreation education fcr outdoor activities 
such as hunting, archery, fishing, canoeing, 
hiking, and camping taught INDOORS is outdoor 
educ ation, ~ 

Discovering" in the OUTDOORS how nature provides 
land cover to prevent erosion is outdoor educa- 
tion , ' 

Outdoor educ ation, is another way of saying 
nature interpretation,, 

A social studies field trip into the forest to 
study the herbs that the Indians ate is outdoor 
education ,, " 

Writing one's impressions for an English class 
assignment of a bird in flight, while observing 
the bird OUTDOORS, is outdoor education . 

Statements Most Rejecte d 

Outdoor education, is education conducted OUTSIDE? 
of the formal classroom and on the city street 
ONLY, (This does no t include a wilderness or 
other natural area.) 



Z- Sco re 

1.86 

1.83 

1.49 

1.45 

1.41 

1.34 

1.12 

1.03 

1.02 

- 1.02 



63 



58 



Number 

C47 

C72 

C71 

C51 

C70 

C67 

C53 

C60 



TABLE 4 — Continued 



Statements Host Re j e c ted 

Writing one’s impressions of a jet airplane as 
observed in flight, while on an English class 
field trip, is outdoo r educatio n. 

Hiking on the city street for recreational pur- 
poses ONLY (not as a school function) is outdoor 
educatio n . 

Drawing a picture of a bird for an art class, 
while INSTDE of the formal classroom, is outdoor 
educat ion ; 

Drawing a picture of an automobile for an art 
class while INSIDE of the formal classroom is 
outdoor education . 

Any subject matte r area taught INSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with a MAN-MADE object is outdoor education . 

Determining the height of a building for a mathe- 
matics class , while OUTSIDE of the formal class- 
room, is outdoor ed- ic at io n . 

Writing an English class essay, while INDOORS, 
about a field trip to a steel factory is outdoor 
education. ~~ 



Calculating the yolt^me of a coffee can for a 
mathematics class assignment, while INSIDE of 
the formal classroom, is outdo or e duc atio n. 



1 



Z-Sc ore 

- 1.07 

- 1.35 

- 1.44 

- 1.55 

- 1.58 

- 1*62 

-1.82 

-1.85 



64 



59 



TABLE 5 

STATEMENTS WITH THE GREATEST DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TYPES I AND IT. 



Hum ber 

C36 

C39 

C76 

C37 

C48 

C32 

C38 

C50 

C44 

, C30 

1 




Statem ent: 



Viewing a movie on wild animal, life, while 
INSIDE of the formal classroom, is outdoor 
education . 

A social studies class studying a tcxtboolc, 
while INDOORS, about the herbs that the Indians 
ate is outdoor education . 

Reading a book, while INSIDE of the formal 
classroom, on how nature provides land cover 
to prevent erosion is outdoor ed uc_atJ.on. 

A social studies class studying Indian arti- 
facts, while INSIDE of the formal classroom, 
is outdoor educatipn ^ 

Studying from a textbook, while INSIPE of the 
formal classroom, about the cost of building a 
dam to prevent land erosion is outdo o r 
cation . 

Studying caged animals for a nature study class 
while INDOORS is outdoor education . 

Natural science education, regardless of where 
it is taught, is outdoor educ ation. 

Nature study, whether taught indoors OR out- 
doors, is outdoor education . 



Any sub ject matter area taught INSIDE of tha 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with the NATURAL phenomenon being taught is 

outdoor ^edu cation . 



A nature study class visiting a nature museum 
is outdoor education. 



Conservation education, whether taught indoor, 
OR outdoors is outdoor educ ation. 

65 



Z- Sc ore 
Differen ce 

1.70?. 

1.519 

1.411 

1.396 

1.345 

1.297 

1.264 

1.153 

1.152 

.1,140 

1.124 
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TABLE 5 — Continued 



Number 

C66 

C69 

C73 

C31 

C77 



Statement: 

Outdoor education is education conducted 
OUTSIDE of the formal classroom and on the 
city street ONLY. (This does not include a 
wilderness or other natural area.) 

Outdoor educati on is education conducted 
OUTSIDE of the formal classroom and in a 
wilderness or other natural area ONLY* (This 
does not: include a city street,) 

Outdoor edu c ation is synonymous with camping 
education. 

Outdoor e d ucation is concerned ONLY with the 
environment in which learning takes plrce. 

Outdoo r educati on is concerned ONLY with what 
is being taught AND where it is being taught. 



2-Score 

Difference 



- 1.001 



-1.160 



-1.224 



- 1.290 



-1.320 
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STATEMENTS WITH THE GREATEST DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TYPES I AND III 



Number 


Statement 


Z- Score 
Difference 


CC3 


A social studies field trip to an historical 
Indian village in downtown. Los Angeles is 
outdoor education. 


1.853 


C67 


Determining the height of a building for a 
mathematics class, while OUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom, ' is outdoor education. 


1,562 


C71 


Drawing a picture of a bird for an art class, 
while INSIDE of the formal classroom, is out- 
door education. 


1.245 


C45 


Drawing a picture of an Indian teepee for an 
art class while OUTDOORS is outdoor education. 


1.053 


C62 


Drawing a picture of a tree for an art class 
while in the OUTDOORS is outdoor education. 


1.025 


C75 


Recreation education for outdoor activities 
such as hunting, archery, fishing, canoeing, 
hiking, and camping taught INDOORS is outdoor 
education. 


-1.165 


C33 


Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with what 
is being taught. 


-1.383 


C42 


Outdoor education is another way of saying 
nature interpretation. 


-1.395 


C77 


Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with what 
is being taught AND where it is being taught. 


-1.412 


C69 


Outdoor education is education conducted 
OUTSIDE of the formal classroom and in a 
wilderness or other natural area ONLY. (This 
does not include a city street.) 


-1.84S 


C73 


Outdoor education is synonymous with camping 
education. 


-1.881 



Number 

C67 

C63 

C45 

C62 

C47 

C56 

C49 

C41 

C38 

C76 

C32 



68 

62 



TABLE 7 

STATEMENTS WITH THE 'GREATEST DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TYPES II AND III 



Statement 



Determining the height of a building for a 
mathematics class , while GUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom, is outdoor educatio n, 

A social studies field trip to an historical 
Indian village in downtown Los Angeles is out- 
door education . 

Drawing a picture of an Indian teepee for an 
art class while OUTDOORS is outdoor education . 

Drawing a picture of a tree for an art class 
while in the OUTDOORS is outdoor education , 

Writing one l s impressions of a jet airplane as 
observed in flight, while on an English class 
field trip, is outdoor education . 

Outdoor education is education conducted 
OUTSIDE of the formal classroom whether in a 
wilderness or other natural area OR on a city 
street. 

Any subject matter area taught OUTSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with a HAN-MADE object is outdoor education . 

Determining the height of a tree in a wilder- 
ness area for a mathematics class is outdoor 
education. 



Natural science education, regardless of where 
it is taught, is outdoor educati on. 

Reading a book, while IMPIbE of the formal 
classroom, on how nature provides land cover 
to prevent erosion is outdoor education . 

Studying caged animals for a nature study class 
while INDOORS is outdoor education. 



2-Score 

Difference 

2.283 

1.935 

1.760 

1.746 

1.611 

1.301 

1.154 

1.102 

—1.017 

-1.047 



-1.104 
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TABLE '/--Continued 



C¥t 



<536 



C50 



C-V3 



C54 



CJS 



Statement 

Any subject matter area taught INSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with tne NATURAL phenomenon being taught is 
outdoor educ ation . 

Viewing a movie on wild animal life, while 
INSIDE of the formal classroom, is outdoor 
edu c ation . 

Nature study, whether taught indoors OR outdoors, 
is outdoor educati on. 

Learning camping skills from a book while 
INDOORS is outdoor education . 

Conservation education, whether taught indoors 
OR outdoors is outdoor education . 

Recreation education for outdoor activities 
such as hunting, archery, fishing, canoeing, 
hiking, and camping taught INDOORS is outdoor 
education. 



2-Score 

Difference 



-1.216 

-1.288 

-1.565 

- 1.666 

-1.889 

-1.968 



O 
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70 
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TABLE 8 

STATEMENTS ACCEPTED OR REJECTED BY TYPE I 
MORE THAN THE OTHER TYPE 



S> 

ERIC 



Number Statements Accepted 

C36 Viewing a movie on mid animal life, while 
INSIDE of the formal classroom, is outdoor 
education . 

C30 A nature study class visiting a nature museum 
is outdoor e d ucation 

C48 Studying from a textbook, while INSIDE of the 
formal classroom, about the cost of building 
a dam to prevent land erosion is outdoor 
education , 

C76 Reading a book, while INSIDE of the formal 

classroom, on how nature provides land cover 
to prevent erosion is outdoor education . 

C37 A social studies class studying Indian arti- 
facts-, while INSIDE of the formal classroom, 
is outdoor education . 

Statements Rejected 

C42 Outdoor education is another way of saying 
nature interpretation, 

C31 Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with the 
environment in which learning takes place, 

C77 Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with what 
is being taught AND where it is being taught, 

C51 Drawing a picture of an automobile for an 

art class while INSIDg of the- formal class- 
room is o utdoor education . 

C69 Outdoor education is education conducted 
OUTSIDE of the* formal classroom and in a 
wilderness or other natural area ONLY, 

(This does not include a city street,) 



2-Score ^ 
Difference 



1.475 

1.148 



1.107 

1.103 

1.025 

-1.134 

- 1.221 

-1.2-92 

-1.589 
-. ,617 






;-score averag e of ,fchg^ 



Q/Orw hinej. 



71 



65 



TABLE 8- -Continued 



Z - Score , 

Number Statements Rejected Difference* 

C33 Outdoor education is concerned ONLY with 

what is being taught. -1.665 

C73 Outdoor education is synonymous with camping 

education , -1.798 

C66 Outdoor educati on is education conducted 

OUTSIDE of the formal classroom and on the 

city street ONLY. (This does not include a 

wilderness or other natural area.) -1.808 



^Between Type I and the z-score average of the other types C'&yhbweJ 
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TABLE 9 

STATEMENTS ACCEPTED OR REJECTED BY TYPE II 
MORE THAN THE OTHER TYPES 



Kuril) er 



Statem ent s Accep ted 



Z- Score ^ 
Difference 



C46 Discovering in the OUTDOORS how nature pro- 
vides land cover to prevent erosion is 
outdoor education o 

C61 A social studies field trip into the forest 
to study the herbs that the Indians ate is 
outdoor education , 

C62 Drawing a picture of a tree for an art class 
while in the OUTDOORS is outdoor education , 

C4l . Determining the height of a tree in a wilder- 
ness area for a mathematics class is outdoor 
education , 

C45 Drawing a picture of an Indian teepee for an 

art class while OUTDOORS is outdoor education , 

C67 Determining the height of a building for a 
mathematics class, while OUTSIDE of the 
formal classroom, is outdoor education , 

C65 



C63 



C47 



Learning about the structural design of a 
flood control dam by actually visiting a dam 
is outdoor education , 

A social studies field trip to an historical 
Indian village in downtown Los Angeles is 
outdoor education . 

Writing one"s impressions of a jet airplane 
as observed in flight, while on an English 
class field trip, is ou tdoor educatio n. 



1.461 

1.445 

1.427 

1.414 

1.379 



1.187 



1.118 

1,103 

1.062 



Statemen t s Rejected 



C43 Learning camping skills from a book while 
INDOORS is outdoor education. 



-1.109 



- s care ..aver a# a e o m hr A e d 



73 



67 



TABLE 9~ ^Continued 



Number 



. Z-Score 

St atement s Rejected Diff erence 



C39 



A social, studies class studying a textbook, 

while INDOORS, about the herbs that the Indians 

ate is outdoor educat ion, -1,306 



C32 Studying caged animals for a nature study 

class while INDOORS is outdoor educatio n. -1,361 

C73 Recreation education for outdoor activities 
such as hunting, archery, fishing, canoeing, 
hiking, and camping taught INDOORS is outdoo r 
educatio n. -1,394 



C54 Conservation education, whether taught indoors 
OR outdoors is outdoor education. 



-1.594 



i 

t 



ERIC- 



Combined. 



Between Type II and the z-scorc average of the other types 
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Numb er 

C75 

C50 

C43 

C47 
Co 3 
C67 



combined. 
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TABLE 10 

STATEMENTS ACCEPTED OR REJECTED BY TYPE III 
MORE THAN THE OTHER TYPES 



2- Score ^ 

Statements Accepted Diff e r e nee * 

Recreation education for outdoor activities 
such as hunting, archery, fishing, canoeing, 
hiking, and camping taught INDOORS is outdoo r 
education . l o 230 



Nature study, whether taught : ldoors OR 

outdoors, is outdoor e ducafcic 1.225 

Learning camping skills from a book while 

INDOORS is outdoo r educatio n. 1,112 



S tate men ts Rejected 

Writing one’s impressions of a jet airplane 

as observed in flight, while on an English 

class field trip, is outdoor e duc ation ,, -1.086 

A social studies field trip to an historical 
Indian village in downtown Los Angeles is 

o utdoor e d ucation . -1,476 

Determining the height of a building for a 
mathematics class, while OUTSIDE of the formal 
classroom, is o utdoor educatio n. -1,857 



Between Type III and the z-score average of the other types 
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TABLE 11 

CORRELATION AMONG TYPES 





Type II 


. Type III 


Type IV 


Type I , 


0.592 


0.617 


-0.128 


Ty.pe II 


• • 


0.482 


0.088 


Type III 


• • 


o m 


0.206 
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76 
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TABLE 12 

TYPE IV STATEMENTS AND 2- SCORES 



Number 

C51 

C66 

C34 

C35 

C52 

C68 

C54 

C74 

C56 

j C42 



C32 




Statements Most Accepted 

Drawing a picture of an automobile for an art class 
while INSIDE of the formal classroom is outdoor 
education. 



O utdoor education is education conducted OUTSIDE 
of the formal classroom and on the city street 
ONLY. (This does not include a wilderness or 
other natural area.) 

Any subject matter area taught OUTSIDE of the 
formal classroom involving the student directly 
with the NATURAL phenomenon being taught is 
outdoor education. 



Learning how to pitch a tent by doing it in the 
OUTDOORS. is outdoor educatio n. 

Recreation education for archery, fishing, hunt- 
ing, camping, canoeing, hiking, and for other 
similar outdoor activities taught OUTDOORS is 
outdoor education . 

Writing one's impressions for an English class 
assignment of a bird in flight, while observing 
the bird OUTDOORS, is outdoor education . 

Conservation education, whether taught indoors 
OR outdoors is outdoor education . 

A nature study course taught OUTDOORS in a 
wilderness area is outdoor education . 

Outdoor education is education conducted 
OUTSIDE of the formal classroom whether in a 
wilderness, or other natural area OR on a city 
street. 

Outdoor educatio n is another way of saying 
nature interpretation. 

Studying caged animals for a nature study 
class while INDOORS is outdoor education . 




2-Score 

1.71 

1.71 

1.52 

1.52 

1.52 

1.52 

1.33 

1.33 

1.24 

1.05 

1.05 
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TABLE 12 --Continued 



Number Statements Most Rejected 

C70 Any subject matter area taught INSIDE of the 

formal classroom involving the student directly 
with a MAN-MADE object is outdoor education . 

C76 Reading a book, while INSIDE of the formal class- 
room, on how nature provides land cover to pre- 
vent erosion is outd o or education . 

C36 Viewing a movie on wild animal life, while INSIDE 
of the formal classroom, is o utdoor education P 

C4l Determining the height of a tree in a wilderness 

area for a mathematics class is outdoor education , 

C65 Learning about the structural design of a flood 
control dam by actually visiting a dam is 
o utdoor education e 

C40 Outdoor education is synonymous with school 
camping. 

061 A social studies field trip into the forest to 
study the herbs that the Indians ate is outdoo r 
education . 

046 Discovering in the OUTDOORS how nature provides 
land cover to prevent erosion is outd oo r educa- 
tion . 

C60 Calculating the volume of a coffee can for a 
mathematics class assignment, while INSIDE of 
the formal classroom, is outdoor education . 



O 



2-Score 

- 1.02 

- 1.02 

- 1.21 

- 1.21 

- 1.21 

- 1.21 

- 1.68 

- 1.88 

- 1.88 
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CHAPTER v 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 



. An overview of this research j 
r* • . ^ J cc lnto the semantics ^n/*i 

« — Of the ter. "outdoor education" i s preyed in this the, 

• ine summary asncrt* n -r t-u • , ^ 

y P 1 ° f thlS cha P^r includes a restate , * 

problem a • r- restatement of the 

r uluni ) a review of the nr-r^^ 

principal fl d - l ' Sed ' a " d * reca pitulation of tho 

P| .par finding, and conclusions. Aiso . . • 

il'iat this j . , the implications 

J 7 ^ - — - - — Of outdoor 

t " S reUtad dISCiPlil '“- — *■» use of the ter 

lies. « -low-up 



^^tgSLem: of the p voblem 



The problem was tr d eter.i„, or . a 

7T* lndlV “ Ual — - - colleges and universities of the 1 
A ctnp a **. • Aes > 01 the American 

/iSSociation for Hpa lHi r,i . , 

Health, Physical Education, and Recreation's Council on 
Outdoor Education and Campin'. on 

! ° " eanlnS ° f too, "outdoor edu- 

• ; rthermore, lt was within the scope of the problem to deter- 

mine the nature of tMc = 

1 e or thls agreement if areas of * 0 -^ 

^ . 6a3 ° f freemen t were discovered 

If Areas of disagreement were discovered it 

scope of - -covered, it was lik eV ise Vithin the 

«o P e of the problem to discover the nature of thi „ • 

| na-cuie of this disagreement. 
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Summary of Procedure Used 

•ilie procedure entailed four design phases. The first con- 
cerned developing a rationale for selecting the research design. The 
second, third, and fourth phases involved, respectively, collecting 
the data for the study, analysing the data, and briefly describing 
the exploratory study that prefaced this project. 

The first phase concerned Q-methodology, the method selected 
for the study. Q-methodology, by definition, involved listing a 
series of statements and then having the selected population reject 
or accept the statements on varying degrees of semantic value. The 
second phases required the construction and administration of the 
test instrument and the tabulation of the collected data. After a 
thorough examination of outdoor education texts and articles and per- 
sonal inquiry, four broad categories of definition of the term "out- 
door education" we -a constructed. These categories treated such 
crossbreaks 'as the location of a particular activity, the purpose for 
conducting an activity, the properties of the materials or objects 
under observation, and the terms nearly synonymous with "outdoor edu- 
cation." There were- 48 structured statements designed to represent 
various combinations of these categories. Each respondent was re- 
quested to read each • statement and then respond by marking on a seven- 
point semantic-valued scale the extent to which he agreed or disagreed 
with each statement. Ninety-seven percent 0 f the selected respondents 
completed and returned the rating sheet instrument. , 

The gathered data was factor analysed by a computer, the third 
design phase of the study. In the analysis there were 107 variables 



74 



(persons) and 48 observations (statements). The final analysis was 
coded to extract three factors or groups of attitudes toward the term 
"outdoor education.'* The program constructed a matrix of intereorrela 
tions which was formed by correlating every person's response pattern 
with every othei person's response pattern. The entire correlation 
matrix was then factor analyzed usiijvs a principal components solution 
with rotation to simple structure. For easy comparison, all scores 
were converted to z-scores. A plus or minus one standard deviation cm 
a normalized distribution v?as the criterion indicating a substantial 
difference between types* Positive z-scores indicated the degree to 
which the respondents accepted the statement as pertinent to the 
definition of the term "outdoor education." Similarly, negative 2- 
scores indicated the degree to which the respondents rejected the 
statement as part of the definition of the term "outdoor education," 

The design of the final study was pre- tested and validated 
an exploratory study that prefaced the collection of data for the 
final study. The exploratory study pre-tested the test instrument* 
examined Q-method applicability, and demonstrated that the nature of 
the problem and the data treatment lent themselves readily to a factor 
analytic kind of analysis and interpretation. 

Prin cip al Findin gs and C o nclusion s 

The purpose of this study was to determine the similarities 
and differences among the attitudes toward the meaning of the term 
"outdoor education." "Agreement" as to the meaning of the term V&s 
defined operationally as a*t least 70 percent of the respondents 
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appearing on any one of the factors abstracted during the factor 
analysis. The previously stated research hypothesis was that there 
was agreement among the members of tha AAHPER Council on Outdoor 
Education and Camping on the meaning of the term "outdoor education." 
Therefore, since there was not at least 70 percent of the respondents 
appearing on any one factor, then the research hypothesis was rejected. 

Since there were areas of disagreement, it was therefore with- 
in the scope of the problem to discover and describe the nature of this 
disagreement. This disagreement was described through the interpreta- 
tion of extracted factors and an explanation of the concomitant atti- 
tude types. 

Type I was arbitrarily called the "Environment Oriented Group . " 
This group felt that almost anything conducted under the guise of con- 
servation education or nature study was outdoor education, but every- 
thing else had to be taught outdoors using natural materials to be 
called outdoor educaiton. However, this group did not delimit "out- 
doors" to include only a natural or wilderness area; they accepted 
anywhere outside of the formal classroom as the location for an out- 
door education activity, except, as described above, conservation edu- 
cation and nature study. This group treated "conservation education," 
"nature study," and "outdoor education" almost synonymously . Approxi- 
mately one-third of the respondents fell into this group. In sum, the 
members of this group were generally media oriented, but at the same 
time did not want to exclude those activities related tq conservation 
education. 
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Type II was arbitrarily called the "Conservation Oriented 
Group . !t This group was similar to Type I in many respects and markedly 
different in others. This group wanted to exclude nature study from 
being anything special. If na study was not taught like other 

areas which they felt to be outdoor education, then nature study was 
not outdoor education. They did, however, desire to make an exception 
for conservation education activities; they wanted this to be outdoor 
education regardless. They would not, however, use "conservation 
education" and “outdoor education" synonymously , but they wanted to 
define them in similar ways. As in the Type I group, the Type II 
group comprised an additional one-third or so of the respondents popu- 
lation. In sum, the members of this group were generally conservation 
oriented and did not exclude those activities related through their 
purposes Jthat might favor conservation. 

Type III was arbitrarily called the "Outdoor Activity Oriented 
Group . " This Type considered "conservation education" and "nature 
interpretation" as synonymous with "outdoor education." This Type 
accepted recreation education and physical education as outdoor educa- 
tion as long as the activity had something to do with the outdoors. 

Not even a direct experience with nature was necessary, for they 
accepted studying about outdoor activities as outdoor education. 
Recreation education outdoors and physical education outdoors seemed 
to be outdoor education regardless of what was observed or what the 
activity was, so long as it was in a wilderness or natural area. This 
type tended to imply that outdoor education was a place for something 
to happen and not part of the happening. The only contradictions 



82 






83 



77 



O 

ERIC 



were, as indicated earlier, in conservation education and nature 
interpretation. In sin,, the numbers. of this group vere generally 
oriented toward the place Vhere an activity was conducted. As in the 
other groups , about one- third of the respondents fell into this group. 

For clarification, the three groups developed were made 
analogous to set relations. There was one main set and three subsets. 
The main set was characterized by the commnalities of all three sub- 
sets whereas each suhset had some distinctive characteristics of its 
own. The main set represented the criterion of outdoors and 
its varied connotations. The subsets were almost of equal size. The 
first subset, "Environm ent OrientedJ^ ," coalesced those members of 
the AAHPER Council who were apparently interested in the teaching 
implications of outdoor education. It is logical to assume that their 
primary concern would most likely' be in their areas of interest ^ich 

were believed to be implied in the data. 

The second subset, " Conservat ion Oriented Gr_gu & ,» coalesced 
those who had partial interests in groups one and three and those 
interests were placed collectively into a group. These tended to be 
predominantly midlife, natural science, aud conservation edition. 

centered interests# 

The third subset, "Outdoor Activi ^^rie^d^Grg^," was the 

most p-e ^ phy 51 educ * tl “‘ ** 

recreation eduction oriented and would therefore logically le. most 

interested in the outdoor activity aspects of outdoor education. 

It was this researcher's contention that within the min set 

of reshondents , gehecailyjhclieved that outdoor eduction -had 
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something to do with outside of the forma i classroom, there were three 
distinct interest groups. Although they'had common interests, there 
vere a number of conflicting interests especially in relation to the 
notions that a group purported to emphasize. These three groups 
apparently had been defined according to their emphasized interests, 
and, although somewhat arbitrary, the interests of each group were 
implied in the label given to ea~u group by the researcher. 

Implication s 



The techniques available to the educational researcher were 
many, multivariate analysis, factor analysis, and computer processing 
are among them. Hcv?ever, 

educational researchers have remained egregious ly ignorant 
of such advances . • • • Researchers in s chools of education 
need to be apprised of the techniques whi ch are available 
for social research on ed ucation.^ ~ 

Since 1930 approximately 200 studies have been conducted at the 

Master's and doctoral levels. Research dealing with the various 

aspects of outdoor education is by no means complete. 

Research ... has not been abundant in the area of outdoor 
education. The role of research in outdoor education is to 
bring substantiation and meaning to theory and to improve 
the pragmatic application of this theory through experimen- 
tation. 



Sam D, Sieber, fT The Case of the Misconstrued Technique 11 Phi 
Del£a Kappan, Vol. XLIX, No. 5 (January, 1968), p. 27 5. ' ? 

2 

Thomas J. Rillo, "Summary of 'Current Trends and Research in 
chool . Camping and Outdoor Education," A paper presented at the Midwest 
HAMPER Convention, Cincinnati, Ohio, 1967, p. 5. (Mimeographed,) 

3 Ibid ., p. 7. 
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"No study in the research conducted thus far has undertaken the problem 
of constructing a theoretical framework for the various aspects of 
outdoor education. This is a top priority problem!"^ The main 
strength of the design of this study vas its close affinity to theory. 
(See Chapter III.) This study was, by its very nature y theoretical 
and therefore lent itself readily as a base upon which to build opera- 
tively definable areas of investigation. This was the first study that 
attempted to clarify the various schools of thought toward the term 
"outdoor education*"' The study was aimed at leaders in the field of 
outdoor education and the probable elements that they used for defin- 
ing the term "outdoor education." 

The results of this study implied that the AAHPER Council was 
divided into three interest groups. Upon further examination* if 
these groups were in fact extant* then it would be the opinion of this 
researcher that at least two of these areas of interest would be 
similar if not identical to the purposes of other organizations within 
the National Education Association. If this be sc, the groups would 
be duplicatory and therefore superfluous. This notion, of course, 
needs further research and confirmation. 

* Su ggestions for .Further Res e arch 

Recre a tion Research , in its discussion on factor analysis , 
states that "such a technique should be useful to recreation research 

^Donald R. Hammerman, "Research Implications in Outdoor Educa- 
tion/ 1 Journal of Health, Physica l Ed ucati o n, and Recreation , 

Vol. XXXV, No. 3 (March, i964) , p. 89. 
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chat “ ““ Mptin8 to ■» -—it. »„d sti „ lulat0 w dltte . 

tl °” S r “ C * rCh ln * .* lv " *«**“ —." 5 trough further uxamina- 
-on ef the gathered date, the apeefffe individuals loading highest 

on any particular factor may be identified, and through additional 
instruments probing the detailed background and experiences of these 
individuais, the causes for individuals of a certain genre to appear 
mthrn a specific attitude type may be discovered; therefore, regres- 
sions or attitude types might reasonably be predicted from past con- 
ditions. 

An immediate folWup study might be an analysis of variance 
or A»VA, between and within the various factors produced by this ' 
study. A„ ANOVA would test the significance of the differences a„,„„v 
the various types and would test the significance of the differences 
among the individual items within a single type. 6 An AHOVA would be 

the next logical step after this study and may be conducted using the 
3ata gathered for this study. 

Other multivariate analytic techniques may be applied to the 
<lata used in this study. Various other relations could be examined 
•or their significance and' 'their usefulness in current problems. The 
tor analysis is one technique of multivariate analysis. 

analysis, than, seems to offer several con- 

aesaa^n^^rt^r'jhn™"^- 



O 
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^creatio 5 ^l^^" c f 

‘.on for Health, ftyaicarid^tion, and f^. 1 - 
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suggested by multivariate techniques can themselves stimu- 
late further theorizing and research,' 

This study can serva as an exploratory study into the underlying 

theoretical constructs of outdoor education. These constructs need, 

however , additional examination in order to produce terms and define 

relations that have the maximum communication power. 

The study may serve as a benchmark for a longitudinal study. 
Using the identical instrument and methodology, 8 the AAHPER Council's 
attitudinal changes may easily be plotted over ti.„e. Also using 
the same instrument and methodology across any point in time, 
almost any two groups can be compared and contrasted for varying 
attitudes. This study provides the • development and application of 
a "standard" against which new populations may be measured. 



7 

American Association for Healthy Physical Education, and 
Recreation, Recreation Research , op , cit , , p. 19], 

8 

The test instrument and raw data may be obta. led directly 
from B. Ray Horn, Department of Outdoor Teacher Education, Lorado 
Taft Field Campus, Northern Illinois University, Oregon, Illinois 
61061. 
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